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Senate

The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Thursday, February 9, 2012, at 9:30 a.m.

House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. WEBSTER).

——————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 8, 2012.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DANIEL
WEBSTER to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 17, 2012, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

———

AFGHANISTAN: AMERICA NEEDS
THE TRUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5
minutes.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress and the American people need to
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hear the truth about Afghanistan. It is
impossible for us to make thoughtful,
rational decisions on policy if we do
not receive straight, accurate informa-
tion about the situation on the ground.
And we have no right to keep our brave
service men and women in harm’s way
day after day, week after week, based
on a steady diet of rosy statements
that tell us everything is going well,
progress is being made, conditions are
improving, and victory is at hand.

On January 18, I had the privilege of
sitting down with U.S. Army Lieuten-
ant Colonel Daniel Davis for a special
briefing on his assessment of the situa-
tion on the ground in Afghanistan. He
had recently submitted reports in both
classified and unclassified versions to
his superiors at the Pentagon. I was
joined at that briefing by my col-
leagues Congressman WALTER JONES
and JOHN GARAMENDI, and we were not
only impressed with Lieutenant Colo-
nel Davis’ character, but the informa-
tion and analysis he shared with us.
Simply put, the situation in Afghani-
stan does not reflect the optimistic
statements we repeatedly hear from
high military officials and commanders
on a regular basis.

This week, a great deal of what Lieu-
tenant Colonel Davis told us has ap-
peared in the media in an article he
wrote for the Armed Forces Journal,
the Nation’s oldest independent mili-
tary magazine, and in The New York
Times.

Lieutenant Colonel Davis talks about
the difficulties of training the Afghan
police and military, the challenges fac-
ing our own troops to establish sus-

tainable security zones, the rampant
corruption, and the great discrepancy
between the military’s positive public
statements and the classified material
that contradicts such claims.

The briefing with Danny Davis comes
close on the heels of a number of arti-
cles that appeared toward the end of
last year about the more pessimistic
conclusions found in the most recent
National Intelligence Estimate on Af-
ghanistan.

According to the press, the current
NIE on Afghanistan recognizes that
U.S. policy has not achieved the objec-
tives outlined by the President; that
instead it casts doubt on official asser-
tions of progress made by the U.S. Gov-
ernment and military leaders. No one
likes to hear bad news, Mr. Speaker,
but we do need to hear the unvarnished
truth. We need accurate information in
order to get a genuine understanding of
what the situation is like on the
ground in Afghanistan. We need to
know the very real challenges faced by
our troops and our diplomatic, develop-
ment, and humanitarian workers every
day.

As Lieutenant Colonel Davis asserts,
the amount of unclassified information
available to the American people, the
media, and public officials continues to
shrink. Ironically, one week before
being briefed by Davis, Congressman
WALTER JONES and I sent a letter on
January 12 to the President asking him
to declassify and release the 2011 NIE
in Afghanistan. We are still waiting for
a response to that request.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. has spent hun-
dreds of billions of dollars on military
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operations in Afghanistan. Over 5,500
Americans were wounded or killed in
Afghanistan last year alone. Over the
course of a decade, tens of thousands
have come home. Many will carry for a
lifetime the unseen scars of post-trau-
matic stress or traumatic brain injury.
Like soldiers everywhere, they face a
callous and unsympathetic battlefield.
They do what is expected of them, and
they do it with courage and determina-
tion.

As my colleagues know, the majority
of Americans want a safe and orderly
withdrawal from Afghanistan as quick-
ly as possible. I want every single one
of our troops home and reunited with
their families and loved ones as soon as
humanly possible. I want them to be
able to leave safely and in a manner
that generates confidence in what the
next day will bring for Afghanistan and
the region.

On February 1, the administration
announced that it will end U.S. combat
operations in Afghanistan at the end of
next year. This is welcome news. To
ensure that timeline is met and to en-
sure that our policies and priorities
pave the way for a successful transi-
tion, we need to know now what the
real conditions are on the ground. We
can only do that with a clear-eyed,
hard-eyed assessment of what is going
on in Afghanistan.

An unclassified version of Lieutenant
Colonel Davis’ report can be found at
www.Afghanreport.com. I encourage all
my House colleagues to read it. I en-
courage them to meet with Lieutenant
Colonel Davis for a briefing. I urge my
House colleagues to ask the President
to declassify the 2011 NIE on Afghani-
stan. And I ask the Pentagon public af-
fairs office to stop stalling and for-
mally approve the release of Lieuten-
ant Colonel Danny Davis’ unclassified
report.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress and the
people of this country deserve more
than a whitewash. Too often over the
last decade we have been misled about
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Too
often Congress has made decisions
based on false information, and too
many of our brave service men and
women have lost their lives. This must
change. America needs and deserves
the truth.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 12, 2012.
Hon. BARACK OBAMA,
President of the United States,
The White House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Recent media re-
ports have detailed that the current Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Af-
ghanistan recognizes that U.S. policy has
not achieved the objectives you have stated
for our nation in Afghanistan. Similar re-
ports were published concerning the 2010
NIE. These reports reinforce outside, inde-
pendent assessments of the Afghan war and
cast doubt on official assertions of progress
by the U.S. government and military.

Outside of official public statements by
U.S. officials, there seems to be near uni-
versal recognition that the situation in Af-
ghanistan over the last several years has de-
teriorated significantly. We are conscious of
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and sympathetic to the timing of a debate on
the Afghan War during an election year.
However, as you are aware, the majority of
Americans continue to favor an accelerated
withdrawal of American troops from the
midst of what they rightly recognize as a
civil war internal to Afghanistan, one devoid
of significant or meaningful al-Qaeda par-
ticipation.

In order to facilitate an honest under-
standing of America’s involvement in Af-
ghanistan we request that you authorize the
declassification and release of the 2011 Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate on Afghanistan.
There are historical precedents for the de-
classification and release of NIEs. Trag-
ically, there are also historical precedents
for inaccurate and misleading public asser-
tions of progress in war by those opposed to
bringing military actions to a close. It is
haunting in the face of the enormous expend-
iture of American lives, limbs and resources
that progress in Afghanistan may, in fact, be
something other than is being represented by
those who advocate continued involvement.

The American public and its elected rep-
resentatives deserve to have a full under-
standing of the situation in and outlook for
Afghanistan as understood by our govern-
ment. Too many families of our service
members are sacrificing too greatly to allow
for anything else.

Respectfully,
JAMES P. MCGOVERN,
Member of Congress.
WALTER B. JONES,
Member of Congress.
[From the Armed Forces Journal, Feb. 6,
2012]
TRUTH, LIES AND AFGHANISTAN
HOW MILITARY LEADERS HAVE LET US DOWN
(By Lt. Col. Daniel L. Davis)

I spent last year in Afghanistan, visiting
and talking with U.S. troops and their Af-
ghan partners. My duties with the Army’s
Rapid Equipping Force took me into every
significant area where our soldiers engage
the enemy. Over the course of 12 months, I
covered more than 9,000 miles and talked,
traveled and patrolled with troops in
Kandahar, Kunar, Ghazni, Khost, Paktika,
Kunduz, Balkh, Nangarhar and other prov-
inces.

What I saw bore no resemblance to rosy of-
ficial statements by U.S. military leaders
about conditions on the ground.

Entering this deployment, I was sincerely
hoping to learn that the claims were true:
that conditions in Afghanistan were improv-
ing, that the local government and military
were progressing toward self-sufficiency. I
did not need to witness dramatic improve-
ments to be reassured, but merely hoped to
see evidence of positive trends, to see compa-
nies or battalions produce even minimal but
sustainable progress.

Instead, I witnessed the absence of success
on virtually every level.

My arrival in country in late 2010 marked
the start of my fourth combat deployment,
and my second in Afghanistan. A Regular
Army officer in the Armor Branch, I served
in Operation Desert Storm, in Afghanistan
in 2005-06 and in Iraq in 2008-09. In the middle
of my career, I spent eight years in the U.S.
Army Reserve and held a number of civilian
jobs—among them, legislative correspondent
for defense and foreign affairs for Sen. Kay
Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas.

As a representative for the Rapid Equip-
ping Force, I set out to talk to our troops
about their needs and their circumstances.
Along the way, I conducted mounted and dis-
mounted combat patrols, spending time with
conventional and Special Forces troops. I
interviewed or had conversations with more
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than 250 soldiers in the field, from the low-
est-ranking 19-year-old private to division
commanders and staff members at every ech-
elon. I spoke at length with Afghan security
officials, Afghan civilians and a few village
elders.

I saw the incredible difficulties any mili-
tary force would have to pacify even a single
area of any of those provinces; I heard many
stories of how insurgents controlled vir-
tually every piece of land beyond eyeshot of
a U.S. or International Security Assistance
Force (ISAF) base.

I saw little to no evidence the local govern-
ments were able to provide for the basic
needs of the people. Some of the Afghan ci-
vilians I talked with said the people didn’t
want to be connected to a predatory or in-
capable local government.

From time to time, I observed Afghan Se-
curity forces collude with the insurgency.

FROM BAD TO ABYSMAL

Much of what I saw during my deployment,
let alone read or wrote in official reports, I
can’t talk about; the information remains
classified. But I can say that such reports—
mine and others’—serve to illuminate the
gulf between conditions on the ground and
official statements of progress.

And I can relate a few representative expe-
riences, of the kind that I observed all over
the country.

In January 2011, I made my first trip into
the mountains of Kunar province near the
Pakistan border to visit the troops of 1st
Squadron, 32nd Cavalry. On a patrol to the
northernmost U.S. position in eastern Af-
ghanistan, we arrived at an Afghan National
Police (ANP) station that had reported being
attacked by the Taliban 2% hours earlier.

Through the interpreter, I asked the police
captain where the attack had originated, and
he pointed to the side of a nearby mountain.

“What are your normal procedures in situ-
ations like these?”’ I asked. ‘Do you form up
a squad and go after them? Do you periodi-
cally send out harassing patrols? What do
you do?”’

As the interpreter conveyed my questions,
the captain’s head wheeled around, looking
first at the interpreter and turning to me
with an incredulous expression. Then he
laughed.

“No! We don’t go after them,” he said.
“That would be dangerous!”’

According to the cavalry troopers, the Af-
ghan policemen rarely leave the cover of the
checkpoints. In that part of the province, the
Taliban literally run free.

In June, I was in the Zharay district of
Kandahar province, returning to a base from
a dismounted patrol. Gunshots were audible
as the Taliban attacked a U.S. checkpoint
about one mile away.

As I entered the unit’s command post, the
commander and his staff were watching a
live video feed of the battle. Two ANP vehi-
cles were blocking the main road leading to
the site of the attack. The fire was coming
from behind a haystack. We watched as two
Afghan men emerged, mounted a motorcycle
and began moving toward the Afghan police-
men in their vehicles.

The U.S. commander turned around and
told the Afghan radio operator to make sure
the policemen halted the men. The radio op-
erator shouted into the radio repeatedly, but
got no answer.

On the screen, we watched as the two men
slowly motored past the ANP vehicles. The
policemen neither got out to stop the two
men nor answered the radio—until the mo-
torcycle was out of sight.

To a man, the U.S. officers in that unit
told me they had nothing but contempt for
the Afghan troops in their area—and that
was before the above incident occurred.
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In August, I went on a dismounted patrol
with troops in the Panjwai district of
Kandahar province. Several troops from the
unit had recently been killed in action, one
of whom was a very popular and experienced
soldier. One of the unit’s senior officers rhe-
torically asked me, ‘“How do I look these
men in the eye and ask them to go out day
after day on these missions? What’s harder:
How do I look [my soldier’s] wife in the eye
when I get back and tell her that her hus-
band died for something meaningful? How do
I do that?”

One of the senior enlisted leaders added,
“Guys are saying, ‘I hope I live so I can at
least get home to R&R leave before I get it,’
or ‘I hope I only lose a foot.” Sometimes they
even say which limb it might be: ‘Maybe it’ll
only be my left foot.” They don’t have a lot
of confidence that the leadership two levels
up really understands what they’re living
here, what the situation really is.”

On Sept. 11, the 10th anniversary of the in-
famous attack on the U.S., I visited another
unit in Kunar province, this one near the
town of Asmar. I talked with the local offi-
cial who served as the cultural adviser to the
U.S. commander. Here’s how the conversa-
tion went:

Davis: ‘“Here you have many units of the
Afghan National Security Forces [ANSF].
Will they be able to hold out against the
Taliban when U.S. troops leave this area?”’

Adviser: ‘““No. They are definitely not capa-
ble. Already all across this region [many ele-
ments of] the security forces have made
deals with the Taliban. [The ANSF] won’t
shoot at the Taliban, and the Taliban won’t
shoot them.

‘“Also, when a Taliban member is arrested,
he is soon released with no action taken
against him. So when the Taliban returns
[when the Americans leave after 2014], so too
go the jobs, especially for everyone like me
who has worked with the coalition.

“Recently, I got a cellphone call from a
Talib who had captured a friend of mine.
While I could hear, he began to beat him,
telling me I'd better quit working for the
Americans. I could hear my friend crying out
in pain. [The Talib] said the next time they
would kidnap my sons and do the same to
them. Because of the direct threats, I've had
to take my children out of school just to
keep them safe.

““And last night, right on that mountain
there [he pointed to a ridge overlooking the
U.S. base, about 700 meters distant], a mem-
ber of the ANP was murdered. The Taliban
came and called him out, kidnapped him in
front of his parents, and took him away and
murdered him. He was a member of the ANP
from another province and had come back to
visit his parents. He was only 27 years old.
The people are not safe anywhere.”

That murder took place within view of the
U.S. base, a post nominally responsible for
the security of an area of hundreds of square
kilometers. Imagine how insecure the popu-
lation is beyond visual range. And yet that
conversation was representative of what I
saw in many regions of Afghanistan.

In all of the places I visited, the tactical
situation was bad to abysmal. If the events I
have described—and many, many more I
could mention—had been in the first year of
war, or even the third or fourth, one might
be willing to believe that Afghanistan was
just a hard fight, and we should stick it out.
Yet these incidents all happened in the 10th
year of war.

As the numbers depicting casualties and
enemy violence indicate the absence of
progress, so too did my observations of the
tactical situation all over Afghanistan.

CREDIBILITY GAP

I'm hardly the only one who has noted the
discrepancy between official statements and
the truth on the ground.
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A January 2011 report by the Afghan NGO
Security Office noted that public statements
made by U.S. and ISAF leaders at the end of
2010 were ‘‘sharply divergent from IMF,
[international military forces, NGO-speak
for ISAF] ‘strategic communication’ mes-
sages suggesting improvements. We encour-
age [nongovernment organization personnel]
to recognize that no matter how authori-
tative the source of any such claim, mes-
sages of the nature are solely intended to in-
fluence American and European public opin-
ion ahead of the withdrawal, and are not in-
tended to offer an accurate portrayal of the
situation for those who live and work here.”

The following month, Anthony Cordesman,
on behalf of the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, wrote that ISAF and
the U.S. leadership failed to report accu-
rately on the reality of the situation in Af-
ghanistan.

“Since June 2010, the unclassified report-
ing the U.S. does provide has steadily shrunk
in content, effectively ‘spinning’ the road to
victory by eliminating content that illus-
trates the full scale of the challenges
ahead,” Cordesman wrote. ‘“‘“They also, how-
ever, were driven by political decisions to ig-
nore or understate Taliban and insurgent
gains from 2002 to 2009, to ignore the prob-
lems caused by weak and corrupt Afghan
governance, to understate the risks posed by
sanctuaries in Pakistan, and to ’spin’ the
value of tactical ISAF victories while ignor-
ing the steady growth of Taliban influence
and control.”

How many more men must die in support
of a mission that is not succeeding and be-
hind an array of more than seven years of op-
timistic statements by U.S. senior leaders in
Afghanistan? No one expects our leaders to
always have a successful plan. But we do ex-
pect—and the men who do the living, fight-
ing and dying deserve—to have our leaders
tell us the truth about what’s going on.

I first encountered senior-level equivo-
cation during a 1997 division-level ‘‘experi-
ment’”’ that turned out to be far more
setpiece than experiment. Over dinner at
Fort Hood, Texas, Training and Doctrine
Command leaders told me that the Advanced
Warfighter Experiment (AWE) had shown
that a ‘‘digital division” with fewer troops
and more gear could be far more effective
than current divisions. The next day, our
congressional staff delegation observed the
demonstration firsthand, and it didn’t take
long to realize there was little substance to
the claims. Virtually no legitimate experi-
mentation was actually conducted. All pa-
rameters were carefully scripted. All events
had a preordained sequence and outcome.
The AWE was simply an expensive show,
couched in the language of scientific experi-
mentation and presented in glowing press re-
leases and public statements, intended to
persuade Congress to fund the Army’s pref-
erence. Citing the AWE’s ‘‘results,” Army
leaders proceeded to eliminate one maneuver
company per combat battalion. But the loss
of fighting systems was never offset by a
commensurate rise in killing capability.

A decade later, in the summer of 2007, I was
assigned to the Future Combat Systems
(FCS) organization at Fort Bliss, Texas. It
didn’t take long to discover that the same
thing the Army had done with a single divi-
sion at Fort Hood in 1997 was now being done
on a significantly larger scale with FCS.
Year after year, the congressionally man-
dated reports from the Government Account-
ability Office revealed significant problems
and warned that the system was in danger of
failing. Each year, the Army’s senior leaders
told members of Congress at hearings that
GAO didn’t really understand the full picture
and that to the contrary, the program was
on schedule, on budget, and headed for suc-
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cess. Ultimately, of course, the program was
canceled, with little but spinoffs to show for
$18 billion spent.

If Americans were able to compare the
public statements many of our leaders have
made with classified data, this credibility
gulf would be immediately observable. Natu-
rally, I am not authorized to divulge classi-
fied material to the public. But I am legally
able to share it with members of Congress. I
have accordingly provided a much fuller ac-
counting in a classified report to several
members of Congress, both Democrats and
Republicans, senators and House members.

A nonclassified version is available at
www.afghanreport.com. [Editor’s note: At
press time, Army public affairs had not yet
ruled on whether Davis could post this
longer version.]

TELL THE TRUTH

When it comes to deciding what matters
are worth plunging our nation into war and
which are not, our senior leaders owe it to
the nation and to the uniformed members to
be candid—graphically, if necessary—in tell-
ing them what’s at stake and how expensive
potential success is likely to be. U.S. citizens
and their elected representatives can decide
if the risk to blood and treasure is worth it.

Likewise when having to decide whether to
continue a war, alter its aims or to close off
a campaign that cannot be won at an accept-
able price, our senior leaders have an obliga-
tion to tell Congress and American people
the unvarnished truth and let the people de-
cide what course of action to choose. That is
the very essence of civilian control of the
military. The American people deserve bet-
ter than what they’ve gotten from their sen-
ior uniformed leaders over the last number
of years. Simply telling the truth would be a
good start.

[From the Huffington Post, Feb. 6, 2012]

LIEUTENANT COLONEL DAVIS, DEATH AND
DECEPTION IN AFGHANISTAN

(By Matthew Hoh)

““‘God help this country when someone sits
in this chair who doesn’t know the military
as well as I do.””—President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower

In late December, Secretary of Defense
Leon Panetta assured Representative Frank
Wolf (R-VA) that the United States was
“making undeniable progress’ in its war in
Afghanistan and that a congressionally man-
dated, independent assessment of the war
was ‘‘not necessary.”” However, recent media
reports of internal Department of Defense
and Intelligence Community assessments of
the war contradict, again, claims of progress
and illustrate instead that the war is stale-
mated with US policies over the last several
years weakening the Karzai government and
alienating the Afghan population, while
strengthening the Afghan insurgency and ru-
ining the US relationship with nuclear
armed Pakistan. Independent studies of the
conflict by non-government and inter-
national organizations corroborate these re-
ports and assessments.

Today, the New York Times reports that
an active duty Army officer, Lieutenant
Colonel Daniel L. Davis, has submitted a
classified report to members of Congress
that documents the failings of US policy in
Afghanistan. More importantly, LTC Davis
attests that senior leaders of the Depart-
ment of Defense, both uniformed and civil-
ian, have intentionally and consistently mis-
led the American people and Congress on the
conduct and progress of the Afghan War. The
58-page classified report he prepared, briefed
and submitted to senators, representatives
and cleared staff members over the last few
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weeks utilizes nearly 50 historical and cur-
rent classified sources and draws from 250
interviews he conducted with soldiers
throughout Afghanistan during his most re-
cent year-long combat deployment.

In addition to the classified report, LTC
Davis has written an 86-page unclassified
version, as well as an article, published
today by the Armed Forces Journal. These
reports depict a near institutionalizing of
dishonesty and deception by senior DOD
leadership towards the American public and
Congress. L'TC Davis documents, as well, ex-
amples from the Iraq war and major weapons
procurement programs to illustrate the per-
sistent duplicity of the Pentagon’s senior
ranks. Victory narratives, career ambitions
and institutional protection fuel these de-
ceits. Deceits that have only delivered the
loss of thousands of lives, the waste of hun-
dreds of billions of dollars and the failure to
achieve American policy objectives.

LTC Davis has submitted his reports to the
Department of the Army, his chain of com-
mand and the Department of Defense Inspec-
tor General. Hard copies of the classified re-
ports are available for viewing by appro-
priately cleared members and staff of Con-
gress. However, DOD has not publicly re-
leased the unclassified version, even with it
being verified as not containing classified in-
formation. This is in spite of L'TC Davis hav-
ing provided the report for review to the De-
fense Department over two weeks ago (De-
fense Department regulations require only a
10 business day review). I am not surprised
DOD is slow with its approval; his allega-
tions are harsh and damning, although accu-
rate and honest.

Danny Davis is a friend of mine; we have
known each other since the fall of 2009.
Bonding over coffees and lunches as rightful
skeptics of the escalation of the Afghan war,
we are now observing our worst concerns
being realized. At a cost of over 11,000 killed
and wounded Americans, the surge in Af-
ghanistan is now being wound down without
the achievement of its core objectives.* How-
ever, accompanying such a failure, are tri-
umphant claims of success and accomplish-
ment from American generals and their ci-
vilian counterparts. For those that com-
prehend the true consequences of this war:
the cold, waxen dead; the mutilated flesh and
shattered bone; the fatherless children so
very young and the new widows so alone and
so heartbroken; such specious and unfounded
claims of progress without fact in this war
are reckless, dishonorable and injurious.

Over the last several months, at great risk
to his career and personal life, L'TC Davis
has documented the deliberate misleading of
the American people and Congress by the
leaders of the Department of Defense.** He
has done his nation and the United States
Army a tremendous service. Thus far the
Army has taken no punitive action against
LTC Davis, however, I have no doubt his
character and motivations will ultimately be
attacked and disparaged. I suspect elements
of DOD leadership and their supporters will
seek to discredit him and persecute him. I
am afraid he will face significant, but spu-
rious, investigations and prosecutions for his
truth telling actions, such as Justice Depart-
ment lawyer Thomas Tamm or National Se-
curity Agency employee Thomas Drake had
to suffer, or that State Department officer
Peter Van Buren is currently enduring.

Over 5,500 Americans were killed or wound-
ed in Afghanistan in 2011. Tens of thousands
who have come home will soldier a lifetime
with the unseen scars of post-traumatic
stress or traumatic brain injury. Our service
members find themselves held to account on
a callous and unsympathetic battlefield in a
schizophrenic and absurd war. They do what
is expected of them and hold themselves re-
sponsible to those who depend on them.
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In contrast, for those in Washington
charged with the decisions of war and peace,
many of the participants seem to alternate
between Pollyannas, chickenhawks and
those who have lost sight of the difference
between respect for and deference to the
military. Any accounting for last year’s 5,500
killed and wounded, if the discussants are
even aware of the toll, is only a mathe-
matical exercise, and an abstract one at
that.

We expect our service members in Afghani-
stan to do the hard, brutal and savage fight-
ing our policies ask of them without ques-
tion. They do. Their expectation of those of
us in Washington, those of us in our heated
offices, wearing ties and high heels, who
wake each day safe with our families, is that
we ask hard questions, examine the reality
of the conflict and not accept assertions of
success without evidence.

The assumptions underlying the escalation
of the Afghan war were incorrect. The Af-
ghan surge, viewed by policy makers and
some in the military as some form of social
experiment to validate personal and institu-
tional legacies and theories, rather than
achieve US objectives worthy of bodily sac-
rifice, is failing. LTC Davis has dem-
onstrated the courage to expose the decep-
tions that perpetuate this war, its failings
and its deaths. It is now up to the American
people and its Congress to hold those who
were not just wrong, but mendacious, to ac-
count.

*To be clear, however, continuation of the
current war policy would simply be madness.
Secretary Panetta’s recent announcement to
end US combat operations in 2013 is a wise
decision (wiser if it had been made in 2009);
particularly if this policy shift is coupled
with a transition of the role of the US from
belligerent in the conflict to mediator of an
inclusive political process to settle the three
decade plus Afghan war.

** Myself and investigative journalist and
historian Gareth Porter, and former intel-
ligence officer and author Tony Shaffer,
have provided moral support throughout this
process.

———

ODDS AND SODS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. McCOTTER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, odds
and sods for brunch this morning.

We have recently seen an ad that
played during the Super Bowl that is
referred to as the halftime ad. It has
caused much discussion in this coun-
try, much of it focusing on the polit-
ical dimension of the attempt to sell
cars that were made in my hometown
of Detroit.

First I must admit that I disagree
with the premise of the ad, that it is
halftime in America. For logically, we
would then have to conclude that the
free Republic in which we inhabit will
expire before its 500th birthday. I
refuse to concede that a revolutionary
experiment in human freedom has any
timeline whatsoever. But what I do
wholeheartedly concur with is the fact
that American manufacturing, espe-
cially our auto industry, is starting to
revive. As it does, it will continue to
form a critical engine of any economic
recovery we have and will form the
basis of ensuring that our American
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economy leads the world. Yet despite
this nascent recovery, we must con-
tinue to watch the horizon for any dan-
gers that may loom to our industrial
base here at home.

One of these is the attempt of our
strong ally Japan to join the Trans-Pa-
cific Partnership initiative. Currently
the United States, Brunei, Chile, Ma-
laysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore,
and Vietnam are trying to ensure the
free flow of goods, including auto-
mobiles, amongst our Nations. Japan
wishes to enter into this partnership
which was formed. Unfortunately, the
time is not right. For Japan, like Com-
munist China, continues to manipulate
currency, continues to put up nontariff
trade-entry barriers, and until Japan
has restructured and reformed itself,
their entry into this organization, to
this initiative can only slow the
progress and have a detrimental im-
pact upon our manufacturing base.

I would encourage all to understand
the importance—not just to those of us
who were born and bred in what was
once known as the arsenal of democ-
racy—to understand the importance of
manufacturing. I ask this administra-
tion and I ask all those involved in this
initiative to ask Japan to do the right
thing before they join us at the table
and embark upon a greater period of
prosperity for our nations.
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Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would just
like to point out, as I did when the
ObamaCare legislation on health care
was passed: So this is what change
looks like.

As an Irish Catholic, I remind my co-
religionists and all Americans that no
government can come between you and
your conscience and the central tenets
of your creed. What we are seeing now
is the unfortunate fruits of the logical
extension of the cesspool of Jean-
Jacques Rousseau and his civil religion
whereby your true religion was toler-
ated as long as it was subservient to
the state. That is not what this Nation
is about. It is a clear violation of your
constitutional right to freely exercise
your religion.

There is no debate. There is nothing
to be worked out. This odious regula-
tion must be withdrawn, lest this ad-
ministration or those who support it go
back on their word to protect and de-
fend your rights under that said Con-
stitution, and, as a practical matter,
belie the left’s myth that they will not
enforce their morality on you.

————
END THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. GARAMENDI) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 1
stand here today to speak about the
Afghanistan war. I commend President
Obama’s administration for the steps it
has taken to bring the longest war in
our Nation’s history to a close.
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Last week, Defense Secretary Pa-
netta said that by mid- or the latter
part of 2013 we’ll be able to make a
transition from a combat role to a
training, advice, and assistance role. I
urge the administration to fulfill this
aspiration and bring our troops home
to their families. They have sacrificed
enough.

The Afghanistan war began as a war
of necessity. After the horrific Sep-
tember 11 attacks, we sent our troops
to eliminate al Qaeda and their leaders
and destroy their training camps to
prevent a future terrorist attack. Our
troops carried out this mission with ex-
traordinary courage and dedication.
Osama bin Laden was driven out of Af-
ghanistan, and he is now dead.

Furthermore, the intelligence com-
munity affirms that al Qaeda is vir-
tually extinguished from Afghanistan;
yet the war continues. End this war
now and focus like a laser on terrorists
wherever they may be.

Our troops in Afghanistan are no
longer fighting terrorists who pose a
threat to the United States. They are
now fighting domestic Afghanistan fac-
tions and defending a corrupt and inept
Afghanistan Government. Our service-
members are dying in another coun-
try’s civil war. This has become a war
of choice.

I recently met with Lieutenant Colo-
nel Danny Davis, who described to me
what a civil war looks like on the
ground. He has served two combat de-
ployments in Afghanistan and has
traveled throughout the country talk-
ing to U.S. troops stationed all over. A
recent evaluation of Colonel Davis
reads: ‘‘His maturity, tenacity and
judgment can be counted on in even
the hardest situations, and his devo-
tion to mission accomplishment is un-
matched by his peers.”

Now, this is what Colonel Davis has
described as to what he has observed:
“What I saw bore no resemblance to
the rosy official statements by U.S.
military leaders about conditions on
the ground. Entering this deployment,
I was sincerely hoping to learn that the
claims were true: that conditions in Af-
ghanistan were improving. Instead, I
witnessed the absence of success on vir-
tually every level.

““I saw the incredible difficulties any
military force would have to pacify
even a single area of any of those prov-
inces; I heard many stories of how in-
surgents controlled virtually every
piece of land beyond eyeshot of a U.S.
or International Security Assistance
Force, ISAF, base. I saw little to no
evidence the local governments were
able to provide for the basic needs of
the people. Some of the Afghan civil-
ians I walked with said the people
didn’t want to be connected to a preda-
tory or incapable local government.
From time to time, I observed Afghan
security forces collude with the insur-
gency.”

Colonel Davis’ candid testimony rein-
forced my own conviction that there is
no military solution to the conflict in
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Afghanistan, only the prospect of con-
tinued shedding of American blood in a
war that is not ours to fight. Only
through negotiated political settle-
ment amongst the Afghan factions, not
through an open-ended U.S. military
presence, could Afghanistan become a
stable and developing country.

America faces new threats now. More
than $1 trillion spent on two wars over
the course of a decade undermines our
financial stability and takes away
much-needed funds for American jobs
and investments at home. The Obama
administration has shown courageous
leadership in eliminating Osama bin
Laden. They have also shown leader-
ship in bringing the war in Iraq to an
end and in planning to ensure that the
U.S. military commitment in Afghani-
stan is not an open-ended one. As
President Obama clearly stated in his
speech on the drawdown plan last year,
we need to focus on nation-building at
home. I agree. I strongly support end-
ing U.S. combat operations in Afghani-
stan and bringing our troops home by
mid-2013, if not sooner. It’s us, the 435
Members of this body, the TUnited
States Congress, that can choose when
this war ends.

———

BRING OUR TROOPS HOME FROM
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I join my
friend from California who just spoke,
and my friend from Massachusetts who
spoke before him, Mr. GARAMENDI and
Mr. MCGOVERN.

I joined in that meeting with Lieu-
tenant Colonel Davis. He is a very
brave man. In fact, if any of my col-
leagues would like to read the article
in The New York Times on Monday,
the title is: ““In Afghan War, Officer Be-
comes a Whistle-Blower,”” with a sub-
title of ““A Solo Campaign to Tell the
Truth.” And as my two friends who
have just spoken said, the truth does
matter. Our Lord and Savior Jesus
Christ spoke the truth, and it’s time
that we in Congress demand the truth
on this war in Afghanistan.

I think Colonel Davis is doing this
country a tremendous favor by trying
to say: Congress, ask the right ques-
tions. Stop listening to those who keep
telling you that training the Afghan
soldiers and the Afghan to be police-
men is going well. I'm on the Armed
Services Committee, and I've been
hearing that for 10 years. You can
teach a monkey to ride a bicycle soon-
er than 10 years. How many more
young men and women have to give
their legs and their arms?

Last week, I had a Marine general in
my office and a Navy admiral. After we
talked about the issues impacting east-
ern North Carolina where we have
three bases, we got into this war on Af-
ghanistan. I was telling them that the
broken bodies I've seen at Walter Reed
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and Bethesda—which now have been
consolidated to Walter Reed at Be-
thesda, and I'll be there next Tuesday—
I was telling them about seeing four
young men that have no body parts
below their waist. They’re living. They
would have died in Vietnam.

Medical technology has advanced to
the point that a young man or young
woman can live with half a body, noth-
ing below their waist. The admiral told
me of seeing a young man that he vis-
ited that has no arms or legs, no arms
or legs and he’s living. Uncle Sam,
you’ve got a tremendous responsibility
to take care of these heroes for the
next 10, 15, 20, 25, 30 years; and this
Congress can’t even balance the budg-
et. No veteran from these two wars
should ever be told that your check did
not come in this month because Uncle
Sam cannot pay his bills.

Mr. Speaker, before closing, these
two little girls beside me on this post-
er, their father, Sergeant Balduff from
Camp Lejeune, was sent to Afghanistan
with Colonel Palmer from Cherry Point
Marine Air Station to train Afghans to
be policemen. Sergeant Balduff emailed
his wife, Amy, the night before he died
and said, “I don’t trust them. I don’t
trust them. I don’t trust any of them.”
The next night, a trainee stood up at a
dinner and shot and killed the colonel
and the sergeant.

To my friends who have spoken and
my friends who are speaking after me,
we must demand that this Congress
awaken from its sleep on Afghanistan.
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The American people are ready to
bring our troops home. We don’t need
to wait till 2013, 2014, or 2015. We need
to say to the President, Start the proc-
ess this fall. It will take a year to bring
them home. If you announce that
you’re going to bring them home this
year, it will take a year before they
come home.

These two little girls are standing at
their father’s grave at Arlington Ceme-
tery. How many children have cried,
and how many children have felt pain,
and how many babies will never know
their father or their mother?

To my colleagues on the other side
and my colleagues on this side, let’s
come together. Let’s end the war in Af-
ghanistan. Karzai is a crook. Afghani-
stan’s history said no great nation will
ever conquer Afghanistan.

So, as I close, Mr. Speaker, as al-
ways, I ask God to please bless our men
and women in uniform. I ask God to
please bless the families of our men
and women in uniform. I ask God, in
His loving arms, to hold the families
who’ve given a child dying for freedom
in Afghanistan and Iraq. I ask God to
bless the House and Senate, that we
will do what is right in the eyes of God
for the American people. And I ask God
to please bless the President, that he
will do what is right in the eyes of God
for the American people.

And I close by asking three times,
God, please, God, please, God, please
continue to bless America.
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INCREASE FUNDING FOR RARE
DISEASE RESEARCH AND DEVEL-
OPMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. TowNs) for 5 minutes.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, recently I
met Jill Wood from my district in
Brooklyn. I was very moved by this
meeting as she described the struggles
of her son, who is diagnosed with a rare
genetic disease known as Sanfilippo
syndrome.

Before we met, I was not familiar
with this particular disease, but she
touched my heart to hear about her
child’s courage. Every day he has to
overcome physical disabilities that
make it almost impossible for him to
complete a very simple task that we
complete with ease. I was inspired by
the strength of their family and the
bond that they share.

I have long been a strong advocate
for rare disease research and develop-
ment. In fact, this is why I am working
with my colleague from Florida, Con-
gressman STEARNS, on H.R. 3737, the
ULTRA Act. This bill would codify the
flexibility the FDA needs to encourage
development of treatments for rare dis-
eases like Sanfilippo syndrome.

It is our duty, as Members of the
United States Congress, to come to-
gether and support measures that aid
the rare disease community. Imagine
being afflicted with a disease your phy-
sician has never heard of and has no
idea as to how to treat it. Can you
imagine the devastation this would
cause to your family?

We must provide the National Insti-
tutes of Health with additional funding
to support the important research for
orphan and rare diseases. We must also
give flexibility and support to the FDA
to help the agency bring potential
cures and treatments to the market
much sooner.

How long must we wait and continue
to suffer until lifesaving treatments
are available?

Nearly 30 million Americans are af-
fected by 7,000 rare diseases. We must
do everything in our power to support
education, advocacy, research, and pa-
tient assistance to bring this number
down. Imagine the families out there
watching their loved ones suffer be-
cause we have not yet provided enough
support for this cause.

We are a great Nation of innovation,
but that innovation and drive only
goes so far without the proper support
coming from the government. Our con-
stituents need to know that we hear
their needs and that, as their elected
officials, we are determined to make
available the resources that will sup-
port them.

The next time I speak to a family af-
fected by rare diseases, I want to be
able to look them in the eyes and tell
them that we have helped, that we
made available the means necessary to
support lifesaving research and devel-
opment, we care and we will do every-
thing in our power to ensure that ev-
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eryone has the chance to live full,
healthy, and prosperous lives.

Thank you, Jill, for bringing this to
my attention.

I urge my colleagues to support the
ULTRA Act and increase funding for
rare disease research and development.
It is so important that we do every-
thing possible to be able to bring the
numbers down.

———

OFFICER KEVIN BRENNAN, NEW
YORK POLICE DEPARTMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently, in one of New York’s neighbor-
hoods, gunshots rang out. One of
NYPD’s finest, Police Officer Kevin
Brennan, quickly responded to the call.
When he arrived at the scene with his
partners, they recognized a familiar
face. It was outlaw Latin Kings gang
member Luis ‘“Baby’ Ortiz. Brennan
gave the suspect a chance to turn him-
self over to the police by yelling,
“Stop. Police,” but Ortiz took off run-
ning in the darkness of the night. The
officers gave chase. Officer Brennan
cornered Ortiz in a hallway, and rather
than give up, Ortiz shot Officer Bren-
nan, point blank, in the head. Ortiz was
trying to flee the scene of the shooting
so fast that he ran out of one of his
shoes and left it at the crime scene.

Police Commissioner Ray Kelly said
Ortiz may have tried to fire off a sec-
ond shot into Officer Brennan’s head.
Obviously, Ortiz has a total disrespect
for human life.

When Police Officers Michael
Burbridge and Christopher Mastoros
arrived and found Officer Brennan, he
was lying in a pool of his own blood,
left to die. But Officer Brennan mirac-
ulously survived this attack.

The outlaw was captured. When
“Baby’’ was brought to court, he made
a mockery of the judicial system, wav-
ing at the cameras, asking them to
take his photograph, while blowing
kisses to his family. His family, too,
showed disdain for the justice system
and the police by yelling obscenities to
the police and banging their hands and
fists on a police cruiser that led Ortiz
back to the jailhouse.

On Ortiz’s second appearance in the
court, the courtroom was packed with
a sea of blue. NYPD had come to sup-
port their wounded fellow officer.

Disturbing, but not surprising, this
would-be assassin has been arrested 14
times in his just 21 years of a lifetime
of crime and lawless, worthless exist-
ence. His crimes have included drugs,
assault, and armed robbery; yet he has
walked free every time, beating the
system.

One more detail worth noting. The
weapon used to shoot Officer Brennan
was the same one used in a New Year’s
Day murder in New York. Coincidence?
Probably not.

Officer Brennan, a 6-year veteran of
NYPD, is married and has a young
baby daughter.
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Mr. Speaker, in my other life, I was
a prosecutor and a criminal court judge
in Texas. I have been privileged to
meet a lot of Texas peace officers and
other officers in the United States. I've
had the opportunity to meet many New
York police officers when I go to New
York to do presentations and training.
After we get through the language bar-
riers, I've found them to be a remark-
able bunch of dedicated crime fighters.

Officer Brennan and thousands of his
comrades throughout America wear
the blue uniform of the law every day.
They pin the shield and badge over
their chest, over their heart, as a sym-
bol of their duty to defend the people
against outlaws like Ortiz. They are
the last strand of wire in the fence be-
tween the fox and the chickens. They
are all that separate the lawful citizens
from the lawless bandits.

They go into dangerous areas of our
city looking for drug dealers, child mo-
lesters, wife beaters, robbers, bandits
and other street terrorists that would
do the rest of us harm. They deserve
our respect, our admiration, and our
appreciation. We thank the Good Lord
for people like Officer Brennan and the
others of NYPD blue.

As for ‘“Baby,” it’s past time that
“Baby’’ met the long arm of justice.
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He’s looking at doing 40 years behind
bars in the ‘““Do-Right’’ Hotel.

Our society cannot allow street trash
like Ortiz to get away with their desire
to wreak havoc in their neighborhoods
and shoot peace officers. After all, Mr.
Speaker, ‘“We’ve got too many gang-
sters doing dirty deeds, too much cor-
ruption and crime in the streets. A
man has to answer for the wicked
things he’s done because justice is the
one thing you should always find.”
May it be swift and harsh, because jus-
tice is what we do in this country.

And that’s just the way it is.

———
FOOD STAMP PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, 1
have to admit that when Newt Ging-
rich first used the phrase the ‘‘food
stamp President,” I was outraged, but
then I started looking at the facts. I
did my homework. I crunched the num-
bers, and I have to admit, food stamp
President might be on target.

I think we have to be willing to un-
derstand the numbers and speak the
truth even when that truth might hurt.
So I've come to the floor today with
some facts and figures—all sourced and
backed up—because I know that Newt
Gingrich wouldn’t have it any other
way. So let’s learn about the food
stamp President.

Here are the facts:

It clearly shows that the food stamp
President increased spending on food
stamps by more than $19 billion. Let
me repeat that: under the food stamp
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President, the U.S. increased its spend-
ing on food stamps by more than $19
billion. That’s a ‘‘b.”” The source? The
U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Here’s fact number two. Under the
food stamp President, the number of
people using the food stamp program
increased by 11 million people. The
source? The USDA.

Here’s fact number three. Even the
amount of the benefit has increased
under the food stamp President. The
amount per benefit increased $27.38 per
recipient. Not much you would say, $27.
Guess what? The $27 increase per ben-
efit is the largest increase that’s oc-
curred under any President in the last
30 years. Pretty dramatic, huh? What’s
the source of that? The USDA.

Now, let’s just review for everybody
again. Republicans and Democrats,
let’s all get together and review that
the numbers don’t lie. Under the Food
Stamp President, spending increased
by more than $19 billion; the number of
people using the program increased by
11 million people; and the amount of
the benefit increased by a historic
amount not seen in the last 30 years.

We may not like the facts, but some-
times the truth just hurts.

Here we have him, the food stamp
President of the United States. Yes,
George W. Bush is the Food Stamp
President of the United States. Under
the food stamp President, George Bush,
we spent more, had more recipients,
and gave each recipient more money
for food.

Now, I know that some of you are
saying, LUIS, you aren’t being fair.
Aren’t there some other food stamp
Presidents out there? Okay. You're
right.

Yet, under another food stamp Presi-
dent, spending increased by more than
$9 billion, the number of recipients in-
creased by 7 million, and the amount of
the benefit increased by $17. Yes, it’s
showing who it is. Here it is. George
Herbert Walker Bush was also the food
stamp President. See, it runs in the
family. Food stamp President, senior,
and food stamp President, junior. It’s
hereditary. A rampant family disease
that makes them just want to feed
hungry poor people.

Now, I have to confess and make a
confession today. I support the food
stamp program. I think that SNAP—
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, to call it by its actual name
and not something that Newt Gingrich
thinks is politically punchy—serves an
important purpose. The purpose is
largely to prevent children and old peo-
ple from going hungry. SNAP doesn’t
provide them with some fancy perk
from some out-of-control free spending
program. It provides kids and old peo-
ple with food. You can’t redeem food
stamps at Tiffany, which might be an-
other reason why Newt Gingrich thinks
it’s so bad.

But I think that Americans want
their people not to go hungry. Just in
case I'm wrong, if Newt Gingrich met a
food stamp President other than the
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one named George Bush, I want to
thank Barack Obama today because
he’s also invested in SNAP. He’s in-
vested in nutrition for America’s most
vulnerable.

Here’s another fact, the last one I'll
make today, Mr. Speaker, and this one
is for Newt Gingrich. Just in case his
food stamp President name-calling was
designed to make a political point that
he wasn’t quite so willing to come
right out and say of the recipients
whose race we know, 22 percent of
SNAP recipients are black, 34 percent
are white, because hunger knows no
race or religion or age or political
party. Hunger is color-blind, Mr. Ging-
rich.

———
REGULATIONS PREVENT JOBS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) for 5 minutes.

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago during a district work pe-
riod, I had the privilege to catch up
with many of my constituents back in
Michigan’s Seventh District.

Business owners graciously invited
me into their facilities eager to talk
about the economic climate as well as
what can be done to promote growth.
These conversations continued in cof-
feehouses and town halls across the
district where citizens packed into
rooms eager to exchange their ideas,
triumphs, and concerns with me.

But whether I was being given a tour
by the owner of a manufacturing plant
or having a cup of coffee with an engi-
neer, a similar theme kept cropping up:
People are worried about excessive, Big
Government regulations, in particular
how they impose unreasonable costs on
businesses, create uncertainty and, in
turn, affect job growth.

This time, many of my constituents
expressed outrage over a new youth ag-
ricultural labor rule program. The De-
partment of Labor proposed regula-
tions to restrict the types of activities
young people can participate in. While
the rule includes an exemption of chil-
dren on nonincorporated farms owned
by their parents, it could prevent kids
from working on incorporated farms
owned by their parents, grandparents,
aunts, and uncles, and close neighbors.

Even on such extended family farms,
children under the age of 16 may be
banned from working with animals or
in specified farm situations while those
under the age of 18 would be prohibited
from any job ‘‘involving farm product
raw materials.”” That could come to

mean any job involving grain ele-
vators, grain bins, silos, feed lots,
stockyards, livestock exchanges, and

livestock auctions. If carried any fur-
ther, the rule may end up barring kids
from selling animals at their local 4-H
fairs. This is nanny statism to the ab-
surd.

My kids were all in 4-H, and some of
the best memories we have together
are these events. It was always a posi-
tive experience for my sons and daugh-
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ter as well as every other child I know
who got involved. Besides the life les-
sons learned—responsibility, hard
work, and self-sufficiency—children
often use the money from the sale of
their animals for their college funds.
This rule would not only hurt their
ability to find a job now but also hurt
their future.

In addition to participating in 4-H
fairs, my kids also worked on farms
where they were asked to drive trac-
tors and run other farm machinery, all
under the age of 16. The worst mishaps
one of my kids ever had was running
over a neighbor’s mailbox with his
duallies. But even through that experi-
ence, he learned responsibility. He not
only had to pay for a new one out of his
own pocket, but to replace it himself.

Farmers depend upon young people
to take on these extra jobs so they can
focus on the bigger picture. Parents de-
pend upon their children to work on
the family farm, not only to help out
but instill a love of farming at a young
age to keep their family farm going.

Lastly, young people, themselves, de-
pend on these jobs as a source of in-
come and a way to pay for college.
There are often fewer job opportunities
in rural areas, and if we impose more
rules about what jobs young people can
take, what have we gained?

I'll always stand behind regulations
that genuinely protect the workers, es-
pecially when those workers are chil-
dren. But when government bureau-
crats are regulating in what capacity a
young person can work on a farm, then
it’s clear they’ve overstepped their
boundaries. It’s time to fix the flawed
and broken regulatory system that al-
lows such rules to slip through the
cracks.

Mr. Speaker, related, it’s also the
time to push back on Big Government’s
attack on our freedom to choose and
our constitutional liberties. The recent
assault on our religious rights of con-
science and the separation of powers by
this administration must be defeated.
Kids on the farm and in the city de-
serve the rich future that our Constitu-
tion and Americans’ exceptionalism
can provide. This will then be a Nation
that God can truly continue to bless.

——
0 1040
CONGRATULATING THE CITY OF
INDIANAPOLIS AS HOST OF
SUPER BOWL XLVI
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. CARSON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to congratulate the great city
of Indianapolis, my hometown, for
doing an outstanding job as the host of
Super Bowl XLVI.

On Sunday, two teams played an in-
credible game; but I believe that the
events leading up to kickoff, organized
by countless community organizations,
good corporate citizens, committed
public leaders, and thousands of volun-
teers, were as impressive as any play
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on the field. Over 1 million visitors en-
joyed the free festivities of Super Bowl
Village, and a record 265,000 fans vis-
ited the NFL experience to test their
passing and kicking skills and to meet
their favorite players. So I was not sur-
prised when Indianapolis received rave
reviews for its accessibility, downtown
amenities, civic commitment, and
famed Hoosier hospitality.

Yet this success, Mr. Speaker, did
not stop with the blocks surrounding
Lucas 0il Stadium. With Commissioner
Goodell and the NFL’s assistance, I am
confident that the impact of this Super
Bowl will last far longer than the
memories of that final Hail Mary pass.

Indianapolis embarked on an unprec-
edented effort to rebuild one of its
hardest-hit areas. Even before the re-
cession hit, Indianapolis’ Near
Eastside, a patchwork of neighbor-
hoods just outside of downtown, led the
Nation in foreclosures, and families
were too often rattled by violent crime;
but today, thanks to relentless efforts
by community residents and with the
Super Bowl as its springboard, Indian-
apolis’ Near Eastside has been rejuve-
nated.

It has been given new life through
housing developments like the St.

Clair Senior Apartments, Common-
wealth Apartments, and Building a
Living Legacy housing initiative.

These new housing options will help
seniors and low-income families stay in
the community they love and access
the services they rely on, like the John
Boner Community Center and People’s
Health and Dental Center. They will
help the homeless find a new start and
working men and women to locate near
their employers.

On Super Bowl weekend, we also saw
the grand opening of the Chase Near
Eastside Legacy Center, which includes
the area’s only fitness center now of-
fering low membership rates. This cen-
ter will be home to the Youth Edu-
cation Town. It is a facility that will
provide classes to students of all ages
through great national and local non-
profits.

While other host cities spend Super
Bowl weekend breaking ground on
projects, Indianapolis spent ours open-
ing doors for these new facilities. Col-
lectively, the Near Eastside redevelop-
ment effort serves as a model, not only
for what can be achieved throughout
Indianapolis, but across this great Na-
tion. Just a few years ago, the Near
Eastside and all of Indianapolis were
suffering the worst of the economic
downturn. We had some of the Nation’s
highest unemployment, foreclosure and
bankruptcy rates; but today our unem-
ployment rate is near the national av-
erage and is getting better. Our critics
counted us out many times, but this
weekend showed that we are a modern
city.

Mr. Speaker, this weekend, Indianap-
olis showcased why it is America’s
best-kept secret. It showed that we are
a prime destination for conventions
and big events and that we have some
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of the best sports facilities anywhere.
It is with great pride that I ask my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating
Indianapolis, Indiana, and all of those
who worked so hard to make this event
a huge success.

———

ASSAULT ON OUR RELIGIOUS
FREEDOM, THE FIRST AMEND-
MENT, AND OUR FREEDOM OF
CONSCIENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. CRAVAACK) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CRAVAACK. Mr. Speaker, I will
be brief because my message is clear
and concise.

I rise today out of grave concern for
this most recent assault on our reli-
gious freedom, the First Amendment,
and our freedom of conscience.

The U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services’ order requiring every
Catholic institution larger than a sin-
gle church—and even in some cases a
single church—to pay for contracep-
tives, sterilization, and morning-after
abortifacients for its employees is di-
rectly contrary to the principles of the
Catholic faith.

Let us ensure we do not confuse the
issue here.

This is a direct attack against reli-
gious liberty for all religions—but forc-
ing Catholic schools, hospitals, Catho-
lic charities to comply with a Federal
mandate that violates the core moral
commitment of protecting the lives of
the unborn is unconscionable. This act
threatens to sabotage the very founda-
tions of our First Amendment rights
and our religious liberties.

Continually chipping away at our
basic constitutional freedoms that set
the foundation of this great country
sends us down a very slippery slope to
further government overreach and in-
trusion into our individual lives.

This must stop, and we as Americans
must stop it.

———
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE) for 5 minutes.

Ms. LEE of California. First, let me
thank my colleagues Congressmen
MCGOVERN and JONES, Congresswomen
WOOLSEY and WATERS, and Congress-
man HONDA for their efforts to bring
the war in Afghanistan to a swift and
safe end.

Mr. Speaker, I am here this morning
to remind my colleagues that there is
no military solution in Afghanistan. It
is time to bring our troops home and to
make sure that we leave no permanent
military bases. While many, and a
growing number, of my colleagues have
come to this conclusion, there are still
those who claim that Afghanistan is
going well and that we should stay
there indefinitely.

We are gathered here this morning to
give some real and important insight
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into the reality that nothing could be
further from the truth. We are here to
discuss very important revelations
brought to light by a brave Army offi-
cer, Colonel Daniel Davis.

Colonel Davis has honorably served
this country for over a quarter cen-
tury, and has received praise from his
commanders for his maturity, deter-
mination, and judgment. He recently
made the brave decision to release an
unclassified account of the war in Af-
ghanistan after witnessing the huge
gap between what the American public
was being told about the progress in
Afghanistan and the dismal situation
on the ground. Declassifying the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate on Af-
ghanistan is a necessary step so that
our policy is based on accurate infor-
mation.

In an article published this past Sun-
day in the Armed Forces Journal, Colo-
nel Davis asks:

“How many more men must die in
support of a mission that is not suc-
ceeding and behind an array of more
than 7 years of optimistic statements
by United States senior leaders in Af-
ghanistan? No one expects our leaders
to always have a successful plan, but
we do expect—and the men,” and
women, I must add, ‘“who do the living,
fighting and dying deserve—to have
our leaders tell us the truth about
what’s going on.”

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve to know the truth after spending
the past decade on failed military
strategies which have cost us over $450
billion in direct funding. The costs, of
course, have been even greater in inju-
ries, lives lost, and in the trillions of
dollars we will need to spend on long-
term care for our veterans, including
hospitals, clinics, job training, post-
traumatic stress disorder treatment,
housing assistance, and homeless serv-
ices. But we must spend these re-
sources for our veterans.

The American people, though, are
sick and tired of these endless wars.
Fully two-thirds of Americans support
ending combat operations in Afghani-
stan in 2013, and three out of four
Americans favor a speedy withdrawal
of all United States troops out of Af-
ghanistan. We are set to spend an addi-
tional $88 billion, mind you, $88 billion
in Afghanistan over the next year
while domestic cuts in education,
health care, roads, bridges, and other
essential priorities are sacrificed.

We cannot afford an indefinite stay
in Afghanistan. We need to ask what
we have to show for the past decade of
war. Instead of a stable democracy, we
have a broken state which is com-
pletely dependent on foreign countries
for its budget, with rampant corrup-
tion and widespread violence. For the
fifth straight year, civilian casualties
rose in Afghanistan. In fact, 2011 was a
record year for the number of Afghan
civilians killed. There were 3,021 Af-
ghan children, women, and men who
were caught in the crossfire between an
insurgency and the heavy presence of
NATO troops.
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The reality on the ground in Afghani-
stan stands in stark contrast to the
steady reports of progress we have been
hearing from those who seek to main-
tain a military presence in Afghanistan
in 2014 and beyond. It’s time to bring
our troops home from Afghanistan—
not in 2014, not next year, but right
now.

Congress authorized the use of force
in 2001, which I voted against because
it gave the President—any President—
a blank check to use force anytime,
anyplace, anywhere in the world for
any period of time. We should have had
a debate 10 years ago when Congress
failed to consider the implications of
giving the Pentagon a blank check in
the rush to war.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Colonel
Davis for his courage and risking his
career to speak out to try to let the
American people and their elected rep-
resentatives understand the true risks
we are taking in Afghanistan. To un-
derstand what is at stake in Afghani-
stan, I again call on the Pentagon to
declassify the National Intelligence HEs-
timate on Afghanistan so that we can
have an informed discussion moving
forward.

It is time to bring our young men
and women home. They have performed
valiantly, with incredible courage, and
have done everything we have asked
them to do.

[From the Armed Forces Journal]
TRUTH, LIES AND AFGHANISTAN
(By Lt. Col. Daniel L. Davis)

I spent last year in Afghanistan, visiting
and talking with U.S. troops and their Af-
ghan partners. My duties with the Army’s
Rapid Equipping Force took me into every
significant area where our soldiers engage
the enemy. Over the course of 12 months, I
covered more than 9,000 miles and talked,
traveled and patrolled with troops in
Kandahar, Kunar, Ghazni, Khost, Paktika,
Kunduz, Balkh, Nangarhar and other prov-
inces.

What I saw bore no resemblance to rosy of-
ficial statements by U.S. military leaders
about conditions on the ground.

Entering this deployment, I was sincerely
hoping to learn that the claims were true:
that conditions in Afghanistan were improv-
ing, that the local government and military
were progressing toward self-sufficiency. I
did not need to witness dramatic improve-
ments to be reassured, but merely hoped to
see evidence of positive trends, to see compa-
nies or battalions produce even minimal but
sustainable progress.

Instead, I witnessed the absence of success
on virtually every level.

My arrival in country in late 2010 marked
the start of my fourth combat deployment,
and my second in Afghanistan. A Regular
Army officer in the Armor Branch. I served
in Operation Desert Storm, in Afghanistan
in 2005-06 and in Iraq in 2008-09. In the middle
of my career, I spent eight years in the U.S.
Army Reserve and held a number of civilian
jobs—among them, legislative correspondent
for defense and foreign affairs for Sen. Kay
Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas.

As a representative for the Rapid Equip-
ping Force, I set out to talk to our troops
about their needs and their circumstances.
Along the way, I conducted mounted and dis-
mounted combat patrols, spending time with
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conventional and Special Forces troops. I
interviewed or had conversations with more
than 250 soldiers in the field, from the lowest
ranking 19-year-old private to division com-
manders and staff members at every echelon.
I spoke at length with Afghan security offi-
cials, Afghan civilians and a few village el-
ders.

I saw the incredible difficulties any mili-
tary force would have to pacify even a single
area of any of those provinces; I heard many
stories of how insurgents controlled vir-
tually every piece of land beyond eyeshot of
a U.S. or International Security Assistance
Force (ISAP) base.

I saw little to no evidence the local govern-
ments were able to provide for the basic
needs of the people. Some of the Afghan ci-
vilians I talked with said the people didn’t
went to be connected to a predatory or in-
capable local government.

From time to time, I observed Afghan Se-
curity forces collude with the insurgency.

FROM BAD TO ABYSMAL

Much of what I saw during my deployment,
let alone read or wrote in official reports. I
can’t talk about; the information remains
classified. But I can say that such reports—
mine and others’—serve to illuminate the
gulf between conditions on the ground and
official statements of progress.

And I can relate a few representative expe-
riences, of the kind that I observed all over
the country.

In January 2011, I made my first trip into
the mountains of Kunar province near the
Pakistan border to visit the troops of 1st
Squadron, 32nd Cavalry. On a patrol to the
northernmost U.S. position in eastern Af-
ghanistan, we arrived at an Afghan National
Police (ANP) station that had reported being
attacked by the Taliban 2% hours earlier.

Through the interpreter, I asked the police
captain where the attack had originated, and
he pointed to the side of a nearby mountain.

“What are your normal procedures in situ-
ations like these?”’ I asked. ‘Do you form up
a squad and go after them? Do you periodi-
cally send out harassing patrols? What do
you do?”’

As the interpreter conveyed my questions,
the captain’s head wheeled around, looking
first at the interpreter and turning to me
with an incredulous expression. Then he
laughed.

‘““No! We don’t go after them,” he said.
““That would be dangerous!”’

According to the cavalry troopers, the Af-
ghan policemen rarely leave the cover of the
checkpoints. In that part of the province, the
Taliban literally run free.

In June, I was in the Zharay district of
Kandahar province, returning to a base from
a dismounted patrol. Gunshots were audible
as the Taliban attacked a U.S. checkpoint
about one mile away.

As I entered the unit’s command post, the
commander and his staff were watching a
live video feed of the battle. Two ANP vehi-
cles were blocking the main road leading to
the site of the attack. The fire was coming
from behind a haystack. We watched as two
Afghan men emerged, mounted a motorcycle
and began moving toward the Afghan police-
men in their vehicles.

The U.S. commander turned around and
told the Afghan radio operator to make sure
the policemen halted the men. The radio op-
erator shouted into the radio repeatedly, but
got no answer.

On the screen, we watched as the two men
slowly motored past the ANP vehicles. The
policemen neither got out to stop the two
men nor answered the radio—until the mo-
torcycle was out of sight.

To a man, the U.S. officers in that unit
told me they had nothing but contempt for
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the Afghan troops in their area—and that
was before the above incident occurred.

In August I went on a dismounted patrol
with troops in the Panjwai district of
Kandahar province. Several troops from the
unit had recently been killed in action, one
of whom was a very popular and experienced
soldier. One of the unit’s senior officers rhe-
torically asked me, ‘“How do I look these
men in the eye and ask them to go out day
after day on these missions? What’s harder:
How do I look [my soldier’s] wife in the eye
when I get back and tell her that her hus-
band died for something meaningful? How do
I do that?’

One of the senior enlisted leaders added,
“Guys are saying, ‘T hope I live so I can at
least get home to R&R leave before I get it,’
or ‘I hope I only lose a foot.” Sometimes they
even say which limb it might be: ‘Maybe it’ll
only be my left foot.” They don’t have a lot
of confidence that the leadership two levels
up really understands what they’re living
here, what the situation really is.”’

On Sept. 11, the 10th anniversary of the in-
famous attack on the U.S., I visited another
unit in Kunar province, this one near the
town of Asmar. I talked with the local offi-
cial who served as the cultural adviser to the
U.S. commander. Here’s how the conversa-
tion went:

Davis: “Here you have many units of the
Afghan National Security Forces [ANSF].
Will they be able to hold out against the
Taliban when U.S. troops leave this area?”’

Adviser: ‘““No. They are definitely not capa-
ble. Already all across this region [many ele-
ments of] the security forces have made
deals with the Taliban. [The ANSF] won’t
shoot at the Taliban, and the Taliban won’t
shoot them.

‘“Also, when a Taliban member is arrested,
he is soon released with no action taken
against him. So when the Taliban returns
[when the Americans leave after 2014], so too
go the jobs, especially for everyone like me
who has worked with the coalition.

“Recently, I got a cellphone call from a
Talib who had captured a friend of mine.
While I could hear, he began to beat him,
telling me I'd better quit working for the
Americans. I could hear my friend crying out
in pain. [The Talib] said the next time they
would kidnap my sons and do the same to
them. Because of the direct threats, I've had
to take my children out of school just to
keep them safe.

“And last night right on that mountain
there [he pointed to a ridge overlooking the
U.S. base, about 700 meters distant], a mem-
ber of the ANP was murdered. The Taliban
came and called him out, kidnapped him in
front of his parents, and took him away and
murdered him. He was a member of the ANP
from another province and had come back to
visit his parents. He was only 27 years old.
The people are not safe anywhere.”

That murder took place within view of the
U.S. base, a post nominally responsible for
the security of an area of hundreds of square
kilometers. Imagine how insecure the popu-
lation is beyond visual range. And yet that
conversation was representative of what I
saw in many regions of Afghanistan.

In all of the places I visited, the tactical
situation was bad to abysmal. If the events I
have described—and many, many more I
could mention—had been in the first year of
war, or even the third or fourth, one might
be wiling to believe that Afghanistan was
just a hard fight, and we should stick it out.
Yet these incidents all happened in the 10th
year of war.

As the numbers depicting casualties and
enemy violence indicate the absence of
progress, so too did my observations of the
tactical situation all over Afghanistan.
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CREDIBILITY GAP

I'm hardly the only one who has noted the
discrepancy between official statements and
the truth on the ground.

A January 2011 report by the Afghan NGO
Security Office noted that pubic statements
made by U.S. and ISAF leaders at the end of
2010 were ‘‘sharply divergent from IMF,
[international military forces, MGO-speak
for ISAF] ‘strategic communication’ mes-
sages suggesting improvements. We encour-
age [nongovernment organization personnel]
to recognize that no matter how authori-
tative the source of any such claim, mes-
sages of the nature are solely intended to in-
fluence American and European public opin-
ion ahead of the withdrawal and are not in-
tended to offer an accurate portrayal of the
situation for those who live and work here.”

The following month, Anthony Cordesman,
on behalf of the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, wrote that ISAF and
the U.S. leadership failed to report accu-
rately on the reality of the situation in Af-
ghanistan.

‘“Since June 2010, the unclassified report-
ing the U.S. does provide has steadily shrunk
in content, effectively ‘spinning’ the road to
victory by eliminating content that illus-
trates the full scale of the challenges
ahead,” Cordesmen wrote. ‘“They also, how-
ever, were driven by political decisions to ig-
nore or understate Taliban and insurgent
gains from 2002 to 2009, to ignore the prob-
lems caused by weak and corrupt Afghan
governance, to understate the risks posed by
sanctuaries in Pakistan, and to ‘spin’ the
value of tactical ISAF victories while ignor-
ing the steady growth of Taliban influence
and control.”

How many more men must die in support
of a mission that is not succeeding and be-
hind an array of more than seven years of op-
timistic statements by U.S. senior leaders in
Afghanistan? No one expects our leaders to
always have a successful plan. But we do ex-
pect—and the men who do the living, fight-
ing and dying deserve—to have our leaders
tell us the truth about what’s going on.

I first encountered senior-level equivo-
cation during a 1997 division-level ‘‘experi-
ment” that turned out to be far more
setpiece than experiment. Over dinner at
Fort Hood, Texas, Training and Doctrine
Command leaders told me that the Advanced
Warfighter Experiment (AWE) had shown
that a ‘‘digital division” with fewer troops
and more gear could be far more effective
than current divisions. The next day, our
congressional staff delegation observed the
demonstration firsthand, and it didn’t take
long to realize there was little substance to
the claims. Virtually no legitimate experi-
mentation was actually conducted. All pa-
rameters were carefully scripted. All events
had a preordained sequence and outcome.
The AWE was simply an expensive show,
couched in the language of scientific experi-
mentation and presented in glowing press re-
leases and pubic statements, intended to per-
suade Congress to fund the Army’s pref-
erence. Citing the AWE’s ‘‘results,” Army
leaders proceeded to eliminate one maneuver
company per combat battalion. But the loss
of fighting systems was never offset by a
commensurate rise in killing capability.

A decade later, in the summer of 2007, I was
assigned to the Future Combat Systems
(FCS) organization at Fort Bliss, Texas. It
didn’t take long to discover that the same
thing the Army had done with a single divi-
sion at Fort Hood in 1997 was now being done
on a significantly larger scale with FCS.
Year after year, the congressionally man-
dated reports from the Government Account-
ability Office revealed significant problems
and warned that the system was in danger of
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failing. Each year, the Army’s senior leaders
told members of Congress at hearings that
GAO didn’t really understand the full picture
and that to the contrary, the program was
on schedule, on budget and headed for suc-
cess. Ultimately, of course, the program was
canceled, with little but spinoffs to show for
$18 billion spent.

If Americans were able to compare the
public statements many of our leaders have
made with classified data, this credibility
gulf would be immediately observable. Natu-
rally, I am not authorized to divulge classi-
fied material to the pubic. But I am legally
able to share it with members of Congress. 1
have accordingly provided a much fuller ac-
counting in a classified report to several
members of Congress, both Democrats and
Republicans. Senators and House members.

A nonclassified version is available at
www.afghanreport.com [Editor’s note: At
press time, Army public affairs had not yet
ruled on whether Davis could post this
longer version.]

TELL THE TRUTH

When it comes to deciding what matters
are worth plunging our nation into war and
which are not, our senior leaders owe it to
the nation and to the uniformed members to
be candid—graphically, if necessary—in tell-
ing them what’s at stake and how expensive
potential success is likely to be U.S. citizens
and their elected representatives can decide
if the risk to blood and treasure is worth it.

Likewise when having to decide whether to
continue a war, alter its aims or to close off
a campaign that cannot be won at an accept-
able price, our senior leaders have an obliga-
tion to tell Congress and American people
the unvarnished truth and let the people de-
cide what course of action to choose. That is
the very essence of civilian control of the
military. The American people deserve bet-
ter than what they’ve gotten from their sen-
ior uniformed leaders over the last number
of years. Simply telling the truth would be a
good start.

———

OBAMACARE VIOLATES FIRST
AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HARRIS) for 56 minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, once
again we are reminded why we need to
repeal the President’s Affordable Care
Act, which most Americans know as
ObamaCare. Mr. Speaker, a majority of
Americans already understand how
harmful ObamaCare will be to Amer-
ican health care, especially to the mil-
lions of seniors on Medicare who will
have that program cut by $500 billion if
we don’t repeal it.

But 2 weeks ago, the latest adminis-
tration rule implementing ObamaCare
was announced by the Secretary of
Health, and that rule would impose the
latest mandate, this time, a mandate
on all religious institutions to provide
government-mandated coverage for
drugs and surgery that is contrary to
the beliefs of those religions.

The greatest uproar was from the
Catholic Church over the rule that
would force Catholic institutions to
pay the full cost of all government-
mandated drugs and procedures, and
that would include sterilization and
abortion-causing drugs. That mandate
would put those institutions in the po-
sition of either paying the full cost of
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those drugs and procedures that violate
their beliefs or paying a government
fine. I repeat: It would end up being a
government-imposed fine to practice
your religious beliefs, with the admin-
istration using the broad mandates of
ObamaCare to impose those fines.

But the religious intimidation by the
administration didn’t stop there. When
the Archbishop for the Military Serv-
ices, Timothy Broglio, wrote a letter
about this new mandate to his diocese
to be read at Sunday services, the U.S.
Army Chief of Chaplains, a recent
Obama appointee, ordered his chaplain
corps not to read the letter at those
Sunday services. Mr. Speaker, you
know that those services are attended
not only by the military, but by family
and DOD employees. And this order
was a clear violation of the First
Amendment guarantees not only of the
freedom of religion but the freedom of
speech.

Let me read from the letter, and you
will see why the administration was so
concerned:

Dear Brothers and Sisters in Christ: It is
imperative that I call to your attention an
alarming and serious matter that negatively
impacts the church in the United States di-
rectly and that strikes at the fundamental
right to religious liberty for all citizens of
any faith. The Federal Government, which
claims to be ‘of, by, and for the people,’” has
just dealt a heavy blow to almost a quarter
of those people—the Catholic population—
and to the millions more who are served by
the Catholic faithful. It is a blow to a free-
dom that you have fought to defend and for
which you have seen your buddies fall in bat-
tle.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services announced that almost all employ-
ers, including Catholic employers, will be
forced to offer their employees health cov-
erage that includes sterilization, abortion-
inducing drugs, and contraception. Almost
all health insurers will be forced to include
those immoral ‘services’ in the health poli-
cies they write. And almost all individuals
will be forced to buy that coverage as part of
their policies.

In so ruling, the administration has cast
aside the First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, denying to Catho-
lics our Nation’s first and most fundamental
freedom, that of religious liberty. And as a
result, unless the rule is overturned, we
Catholics will be compelled to choose be-
tween violating our consciences or dropping
health coverage for our employees.

We cannot—we will not—comply with this
unjust law. People of faith cannot be made
second-class citizens. We are already joined
by our brothers and sisters of all faiths and
many others of good will in this important
effort to regain our religious freedom. Our
parents and grandparents did not come to
these shores to help build America’s cities
and towns, its infrastructure and institu-
tions, its enterprise and culture, only to
have their posterity stripped of their God-
given rights.

Mr. Speaker, after protest, the Chief
of Chaplains finally allowed most of
the letter to be read, but ordered that
the line ‘“We cannot—we will not—
comply with this law’’ still not be read.

Mr. Speaker, now you can see why
The Wall Street Journal—not usually a
paper that comments on religious mat-
ters—found this issue so compelling
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that today’s lead editorial deals with
this under the headline, ‘‘ObamaCare’s
Great Awakening,” with a highlight
line, “HHS tells religious believers to
go to hell. The public notices.” Yes,
Mr. Speaker, the public noticed.

Let me just read the opening of that
editorial:

The political furor over President Obama’s
birth control mandate continues to grow,
even among those for whom contraception
poses no moral qualms, and one needn’t be a
theologian to understand why. The country
is being exposed to the raw political control
that is the core of the Obama health care
plan, and Americans are seeing clearly for
the first time how this will violate pluralism
and liberty.

Mr. Speaker, in the last few days, a
strategist in the President’s cam-
paign—not the Secretary herself or an
administration official—has suggested
that, well, maybe something can be
done. Really, Mr. Speaker? Are we
leaving dealing with First Amendment
rights violations to campaign staff for
resolution?

This latest controversy has given us
yet another reason to repeal
ObamaCare, a bill forced on America
by the last Congress and this adminis-
tration. Given the obvious willingness
of regulators to force their value sys-
tem on all Americans regardless of re-
ligious belief, the editorial comes to
the right conclusion: ‘‘Religious liberty
won’t be protected until
ObamaCare is repealed.”” Mr. Speaker,
the time for repeal is now.

————

PUTTING THE BRAKES ON
RUNAWAY DEFENSE SPENDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, Federal
Reserve Chair Ben Bernanke testified
on Capitol Hill last week and warned
us that deficit reduction ‘‘should be a
top priority’”’ and that current spend-
ing projections are unsustainable. In
response, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, who chairs the Budget Com-
mittee, said that we needed to get our
fiscal house in order, otherwise, ‘‘it’s
going to get ugly pretty fast.”

To him, I would say: It’s already
ugly. It’s really ugly for 13 million
Americans who woke up this morning
without a job to go to. And it would get
uglier still if we embraced his vision of
a shredded safety net and a voucher
program that ends Medicare as we
know it.

Here is what I find particularly dis-
tressing and disturbing: for my col-
leagues in the majority, every other
sentence out of their mouths is about
reducing Federal spending, and yet the
programs they want to cut are the very
ones that are keeping working families
afloat. They never seem to aim their ax
at the part of the budget that has shot
through the roof the last 10 years and
now eats up more than half of discre-
tionary spending. I'm talking, of
course, about the Pentagon budget.
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It doesn’t make any sense that the
military industrial complex has gotten
a virtually blank check while impor-
tant domestic programs—and also im-
portant civilian international pro-
grams that promote national secu-
rity—look for change in the couch in
order to survive.

If we’re in belt-tightening mode, then
we should all be in belt-tightening
mode. But if there are Federal dollars
available—and there certainly are—I
want to know why we can’t make
strong investments in the food stamps
program, Head Start, or Pell Grants. If
there’s enough money to give the Pen-
tagon a staggering $700 billion-plus a
year, I want to know why we can’t
make relatively modest, but meaning-
ful, investments in paid family leave or
early childhood education.

The good news is that the President
of the United States gets it. With the
support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, he
is taking a strong first step toward
putting the brakes on runaway defense
spending.
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But I think that we need to do more
and we need to be much bolder. When
we spend more on defense than the
next 10 nations combined, clearly our
priorities are out of whack.

The Cold War has been over for 20
years, and yet we still have tens of
thousands of troops stationed in Eu-
rope. This makes no sense at all. Some-
thing else that doesn’t make sense: our
presence in Afghanistan. And it’s not
just the peace and justice folks who are
calling for the end of this misguided
adventure. Lieutenant Colonel Daniel
L. Davis, Army ‘‘brass,” is asking,
‘“How many more men must die in sup-
port of a mission that is not suc-
ceeding?”’

He goes on to say, ‘““You can spin all
kinds of stuff, but you can’t spin the
fact that more men are getting blown
up every year.”

Mr. Speaker, what we need is a fun-
damental overhaul in the way that we
think about protecting America. We
need to be smarter about national se-
curity.

SMART Security means replacing
weapons systems with humanitarian
aid and development. It means a civil-
ian surge instead of a military surge. It
means peaceful diplomacy instead of
military devastation. It means lifting
up and empowering innocent Afghan
people instead of occupying their coun-
try and perpetuating a war that has
killed them by the thousands.

This SMART Security approach is
not only the better way to protect our
interests and keep our country safe, it
comes at a fraction of the cost of what
we are spending.

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of our na-
tional conscience, also for our national
treasury, it’s time to do the smart
thing and bring our troops home. Don’t
ask me; ask Colonel Daniel Davis.
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GETTING AMERICA BACK TO WORK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DoLD) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, small busi-
nesses are reluctant to expand today.
With so much economic uncertainty,
our local job creators don’t know if
they can afford the risk of hiring a new
worker.

As a small business owner myself, I
know the pressures of meeting a budget
and a payroll. I employ 100 people, and
for me that’s 100 families. I have to
make sure that I can ensure that we
can provide health care insurance and
other benefits before it is time to hire
new workers.

Mr. Speaker, there are 29 million
small businesses in our Nation. Here,
in this body, I believe our goal has to
be to create an environment that en-
ables those small businesses to have
the confidence to be able to grow and
thrive, to be able to add that one new
worker. And think about where we
would be at that point in time, Mr.
Speaker; 29 million businesses across
the Nation all hiring just one worker,
we’d have a different problem on our
hands.

The partisan rhetoric and the lack of
progress in Washington is hindering
businesses from hiring more people.
But I do believe we can come together
and tackle some of these problems.
Washington has to stop viewing legisla-
tion through a political lens and start
viewing it through the eyes of the
American people.

One area we can agree on is the pay-
roll tax extension. The House voted at
the end of the year to extend it for an
additional year. The President has
asked that we extend it for a year. The
holdup is yet again in the United
States Senate. Senator HARRY REID
would rather play political games with
this important measure, and now some
Members are asking for a 2-month ex-
tension.

Mr. Speaker, I say enough is enough.
We need to extend this tax holiday for
the entire year. Small businesses don’t
have the luxury of hoping that we’ll
get it right. So let’s come together
today and pass the yearlong extension
in both the House and the Senate. Let’s
give hardworking American taxpayers
the relief that they need.

Mr. Speaker, new regulations are
also hindering small businesses from
expanding. Hundreds of pages of new
regulations in the President’s health
care law, hundreds of rules that have
still yet to be written in Financial
Services with regard to Dodd-Frank
are hindering the financial services in-
dustry. Small businesses do not know
what new rules are coming next; and,
thus, they can’t prepare for the future
and job growth remains, at best, uncer-
tain.

But we can and must find common
ground on regulations. No one is argu-
ing for the elimination of regulation,
Mr. Speaker. What we need is smart
regulations. It’s vitally important we
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have clean water, safe working envi-
ronments, and rules to protect fami-
lies’ investments. Even the President
has called for smarter regulations and
repealing burdensome regulations that
are around this Nation. We can repeal
burdensome regulations that are noth-
ing more than red tape and barriers for
job creators. We can replace them with
smart regulations that truly make our
country better and give job creators
the certainty they need to grow and
thrive.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we must stop
the enormous deficit spending that’s
going on right here in Washington, DC.
This next year, Mr. Speaker, we’re
faced with another trillion dollar def-
icit. If my business, my small business
back in Illinois, ran the way the gov-
ernment runs, I'd be out of business in-
side of the month. It’s time we in
Washington rein in this out-of-control
spending. We cannot ask hardworking
American families all across the coun-
try to live within their means but then
turned around and allow Washington to
take their hard-earned money and
spend it without regard to the future
consequences of our children and
grandchildren.

It’s time we pass a budget that puts
our country on a viable economic path
forward. When we do this, it will signal
to the rest of the world that we are se-
rious about our economic health; and,
thus, we’ll be able to empower job cre-
ators to invest here at home and create
jobs right here in our local commu-
nities.

Mr. Speaker, I am optimistic about
the future. I'm optimistic that we can
do this, that we can come together.
Spurring our economy and talking
about growth isn’t a Republican idea or
a Democratic idea, but it is certainly
an American idea. It’s time that we put
people before politics and progress be-
fore partisanship. It’s time for us to
work together today for the future of
our country and get America back to
work.

——————

BIRTH CONTROL INSURANCE
COVERAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) for 5 minutes.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I'm here
today to be a voice for the millions of
women and men who are celebrating
the recent decision by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services regarding
requiring all businesses and corpora-
tions to provide birth control insur-
ance coverage, a lifesaving benefit for
women, millions of women. Under this
new rule, virtually all women would
have access to birth control coverage
without a copay through their em-
ployer health plan.

If you listen to the political pundits
in this town, you will come to the con-
clusion that people do not support the
Obama administration’s decision and
that people of faith are en route to the
White House prepared to storm it be-
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cause of this decision. But if you talk
to the average American, you will real-
ize that there is absolutely over-
whelming support for the decision on
the birth control benefit. This support
crosses party lines as well as religious
affiliation. In fact, a poll released just
yesterday found that roughly 6 out of
10 Catholics support requiring employ-
ers to provide their employees with
health care plans that cover contracep-
tives.

Let’s be clear. This decision rep-
resents a respectful balance between
religious persons and institutions and
individual freedom. It is very impor-
tant to clarify that the law contains an
exemption for religious institutions.
What that means is that approximately
335,000 churches or houses of worship
can choose not to provide birth control
coverage for their employees. So if
you’re the secretary at the church or if
you are employed by the archdiocese,
they do not have to provide birth con-
trol coverage for their employees. It
was very important for Health and
Human Services to carve out this ex-
ception with respect to separating
church and State concerns.
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We are not requiring that Catholic
churches go out and buy contraceptive
coverage for all—in spite of what you
have heard over TV. But this rule does
require that religiously affiliated uni-
versities and hospitals—which are op-
erating as large businesses and employ
and serve a diverse array of people—
would have to follow the same rules as
other businesses. This is the part that
keeps getting lost in the debate: the
sole purpose of these institutions is not
to offer people a place of refuge and
worship. It is not a place for people of
faith to go to gather in fellowship and
worship. The purpose of these institu-
tions is to provide health care, is to
provide an education, football teams
for their clients or for their students.

No one is trying to take away reli-
gious freedom but, rather, this ruling
preserves personal freedom. The con-
cept of separation of church and state
protects these 335,000 places of worship.
But the concept of separation of church
and state does not mean that a church
can use their bully pulpit to separate
millions of women from critical health
care benefits. Just imagine that
women, on average, spend 30 years at-
tempting to prevent pregnancy. Just
think about what it means for the
health of a woman, the health of her
family to give birth or die trying for 30
years.

I understand that some people are
worried and protective of their reli-
gious freedom in part because they’re
being misled by what this HHS ruling
actually does; but I also worry that
some people in the faith community
are being exploited and used to create
a diversion.

Another fact that people keep ignor-
ing is that many religiously affiliated
hospitals and universities already pro-
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vide birth control to their employees
through their insurance packages. I
mean, it’s standard at many of these
workplaces. This is a nonissue for
many Catholic and religiously affili-
ated colleges and universities already.
And we’re not talking about just a few
workers. We’re talking about millions
of secretaries, janitorial staff, nurses
aides, and lab techs of many different
beliefs—some of no beliefs. So I would
hope that we would not try to use reli-
gious bullying to deprive millions of
women of critical, vital health care.

———

ASSAULT ON RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. BARLETTA) for 5
minutes.

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago, President Obama stood in
this very Chamber and spoke about the
need for fairness. Fairness, he said, is
an American value. Yet the President
and his administration are blatantly
ignoring one of the most basic of Amer-
ican values—the freedom of religion.
I'm referring to the decision by the
Obama administration to force Catho-
lic employers to provide insurance that

includes coverage for sterilization,
abortion-inducing drugs, and contra-
ception.

Catholic employers who fail to pro-
vide that insurance coverage could be
fined $2,000 per employee per year. And
the Obama administration will force
Catholics to buy insurance coverage
that includes coverage for services that
many of them find morally wrong. For
many Catholics, this requirement vio-
lates their core beliefs about the sanc-
tity of life of the unborn.

The health care law that is forcing
Catholics to put their government
ahead of their God includes a ‘‘reli-
gious conscience’ exemption. It allows
people with certain religious objections
to opt out, and some religious groups
have been allowed to opt out. But
Catholics have been denied an opt-out.
Instead, the Obama administration is
forcing Catholics to violate their reli-
gious conscience.

This is not the United States of
America that I know. Religious toler-
ance has been a bedrock principle of
the American Government for almost
240 years. It’s one of the reasons why
the United States came to exist in the
first place. The First Amendment
states that Americans have the right
to religious freedom. Religious freedom
isn’t just the ability to believe and
worship as we see fit. It’s also our right
to keep other beliefs from being im-
posed on us. The Federal Government
has respected those rights by being
sensitive, by creating tolerant policies
regarding our military service, our tax
policies and even our airport
screenings.

American Catholics are not asking
for special rights. We’re asking for
equal rights. I am proudly pro-life, and
I will stand here to defend the rights of
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the unborn. But this isn’t about abor-
tion. This isn’t a question of when life
begins. This is about the fundamental
rights of all Americans, as spelled out
in our founding documents. And this
decision by the Obama administration
is a devastating blow against the free-
dom of religion.

It’s one thing for the Federal Govern-
ment to try to take over our health
care system, and we can all debate the
merits of such legislation. But I think
we can all agree, no matter on what
side of the aisle we stand, that the
right to freely express our religious be-
liefs—and, more importantly, not have
other beliefs forced upon us—is a core
value of this country. It is nonnego-
tiable.

Good people of all faiths should be
outraged by this decision. If this ad-
ministration can trample on the beliefs
and rights of the American Catholics,
those of other religions should ask, are
we next?

Yesterday, I read in The New York
Times that 1legal scholars say the
American Constitution is old and out-
dated, that it isn’t relevant in the mod-
ern world. Now, as this administration
ignores our most treasured values—not
religious values, but American values—
our Constitution could not be more rel-
evant. The first words of the American
Bill of Rights are: Congress shall make
no law respecting an establishment of
religion, or prohibiting the free exer-
cise thereof.

They’re first, and they’re first for a
reason. The United States of America
has long been a place of religious free-
dom. It’s one of the things that sepa-
rates us from foreign countries. Just as
the Federal Government should not en-
dorse a religion, it should not punish a
religion, either. All religions must be
treated equally. They must be re-
spected. That’s the American way.
Today, Catholics all across the United
States feel like outsiders. They feel as
if their government has betrayed them.

Catholic 1leaders, including three
bishops that lead Catholics in my dis-
trict, have clearly said they cannot and
will not comply with this unjust deci-
sion by the Obama administration. No
one should have to choose between
their God and their government. And
no one, especially a government found-
ed on religious freedom, should force
them to.

The decision by this administration
to make Catholics violate their most
basic principles is a violation of the
most basic American principle. I
strongly condemn the Obama adminis-
tration for this outrageous overreach
of Federal authority; and I strongly en-
courage the administration to rescind
this unfair, un-American policy. If the
Obama administration can take away
this most basic American value for 80
million Catholics, who’s next?
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H.R. 3548, THE NORTH AMERICAN
ENERGY ACCESS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. HARPER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARPER. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, in an effort to create American
jobs and move energy supply from a
friendly trading partner to the United
States gulf coast, the House Energy
and Commerce Committee favorably
reported H.R. 3548 to the full House.
H.R. 3548, the North American Energy
Access Act, would end a waiting game
that has lasted for over 3 years by
pushing forward approval of the Key-
stone XL pipeline.

In his State of the Union speech 2
weeks ago, the President promised to
significantly expand production of oil
and natural gas from offshore and on-
shore public lands.
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Unfortunately, but not surprisingly,
he never mentioned his decision to re-
ject the Keystone XL pipeline.

While the President’s comments
about expanding oil and gas production
in the U.S. were welcome news to
many, I’'m not sure how many people
took his pledge seriously given his de-
cision on Keystone XIL. I am hopeful
that the President will follow through
on expanding production. I just wish he
would have helped our country reduce
our dependence on Middle Eastern oil
while creating tens of thousands of jobs
here in America by approving the pipe-
line application.

The President’s excuse for not ap-
proving the pipeline application was
that he didn’t have enough time. Rad-
ical environmentalists say that tar
sands crude is the dirtiest of all, and
they talk as if that’s something for-
eign, something new. Mr. Speaker, I'd
like to point your attention to a Fri-
day, February 3, 2012 article on the
front page of the National Journal, an
article that I believe shows the fal-
lacies in the arguments against the
pipeline. The article states that ‘‘de-
spite environmental opposition, the
Obama administration has approved a
controversial oil-sands pipeline.”

The article refers to an oil-sands
pipeline approved by the administra-
tion over 2 years ago. On August 20,
2009, Secretary of State Clinton ap-
proved a 1,000-mile pipeline with the
capacity to carry 800,000 barrels of oil
from Canada’s o0il sands to Wisconsin.
Mr. Speaker, if a pipeline that closely
mirrors that of the proposed Keystone
XL was good enough for the President
in August of 2009, why is the Keystone
XL pipeline not good enough for him in
an election year? If time and the envi-
ronment were reasons to deny Key-
stone XL in January 2012, they should
have had the same reasons to deny the
Canada-Wisconsin pipeline in 2009.

Keystone XL is a shovel-ready con-
struction project that doesn’t need a
stimulus bill to get it started. Esti-
mates show that the project could cre-
ate 20,000 construction jobs imme-
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diately and could transport more than
1 million barrels of oil per day from
Canada and the Bakken shale forma-
tion in North Dakota and Montana to
gulf coast refineries.

With the ability to transport that
amount of friendly oil from our largest
trading partner and neighbor to the
north, Canada, as well as domestic oil,
and with the ability to create an addi-
tional estimated 100,000 jobs over the
lifetime of the pipeline, it’s no wonder
why the American public supports Key-
stone XL. At a time when unemploy-
ment and prices at the pump are high
and new predictions say gasoline could
top $4 this year, it’s no wonder that the
American public was disappointed in
the President’s decision.

In a recent installment of the United
Technologies/National Journal Con-
gressional Connection poll, Americans
surveyed were asked: Supporters of the
pipeline say it will ease America’s de-
pendence on Mideast oil and create
jobs. Opponents fear the environmental
impact of building a pipeline. What
about you—do you support or oppose
building the Keystone XIL. pipeline?
Sixty-four percent of the respondents
favored the construction of Keystone
XL and only 22 percent were opposed.

Mr. Speaker, Keystone XL makes
sense. It means jobs, energy security,
and satisfaction for the American pub-
lic. The President made a political de-
cision to pander to his extreme envi-
ronmentalist supporters in a campaign
year instead of listening to the major-
ity of the American public, and that
was unfortunate.

I think that House Republicans are
making it well known that the fight
for Keystone XL is not over. Support in
the House to move the pipeline forward
has been bipartisan, very public, and
very well received by the American
people. As of yesterday, that support
has produced a bill to push Keystone
XL forward. I look forward to con-
tinuing my commitment to jobs, en-
ergy security, and the building of the
Keystone XL, pipeline.

—————

WE ARE OUR BROTHERS’ AND
SISTERS’ KEEPER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Thank
you very much, Mr. Speaker, for giving
us an opportunity to share some cru-
cial human catastrophes that are oc-
curring around the world.

I'm challenging all of my colleagues
and those who would listen that some-
times we are, in fact, through peaceful
means, our brothers’ and sisters’ keep-
er. First, as we have seen the ascending
violence occur in Syria, a nation-state
that I have visited, bloodshed that has
included the loss of women and chil-
dren, hearing news reports where citi-
zens of Syria are begging for someone
to do something, it is almost as if you
came out of your house and stood by as
your neighbor’s house burned. We know
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in America many would try to get a
garden hose, others call 911; but they
do something because of the horror of
what they’re seeing.

Constantly, our media airwaves are
being beat with the sounds of gunshots,
smoke and devastation and a steadfast
refusal of Dr. Assad to step down. His
first representation was that these
were al Qaeda and terrorists, and we
need to listen to him. There is a gen-
eral respect for the sovereignty of a na-
tion. And I’'m not one pushing the im-
mediate attack by the United States.
The American people have spoken on
their cautiousness—our soldiers and
their treasure are precious. But just as
I was with a number of our men and
women this past Saturday who had
been to Iraq or Afghanistan or are pre-
pared to go elsewhere, our soldiers are
always prepared to defend the needs of
people who cannot help themselves.

But I call upon today the recognition
that the United Nations has to fix
itself. For as a consensus was coming
together for the right approach—pos-
sibly U.N. troops to maintain the
peace, as was done in places on the con-
tinent of Africa—who raises their self-
ish voices? Two countries, China and
Russia, veto the consensus of many to
try and help these people who are in
need—children and women dying in the
streets, not able to live in peace.

So I believe that those who had an
idea need to go back to the Security
Council. They need to make sure that
we know that the U.N. is the entity
that it was crafted to be in the late
1940s, the voice of reason, the ability to
step in. They need to pressure these
two, in essence, outlanders—those who
want to stand out of the circle of care
just because of selfish reasons of oil—
to get out of the way or be part of the
team.

I believe it is important as well, as
we look at Libya and its quietness now,
working quietly to try and restructure.
Many people fought against that. I was
delighted to be with a number of my
colleagues, the first Members of the
United States Congress to go stand in
front of the Libyan Embassy and say
Qadhafi must go. Sometimes you have
to step out of the circle of comfort.

I ask Syrian Americans to stand up
and be heard. Go to the United Nations;
ask that your countrymen be safe. Let
us hear your voices. Likewise, I ask for
Egyptian Americans—we have been al-
lies with Egypt for a long time, and I
am trying to understand the tension or
confusion between governments. But
my point is, this is a government-to-
government issue. Let my people go.
Let the Americans go. You can find no
basis that they have intently, with in-
tent, done anything that deserves that
they are, one, indicted and, two, can-
not travel out of the Egyptian bound-
aries. I call upon Egyptian Americans
to rise up and be heard, for our alliance
is better than a few Americans.

I take great issue with Republican
Presidential politics trying to claim
this is the same thing as the hostages
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in Iran. Let us make no political state-
ment about this. These are Americans.
We want them out; we want them out
now. But the idea is that there must be
some responsible leadership in Egypt
to recognize that spoiling or ending the
alliance between Egypt and the United
States is not worth this petty action.

So I ask for Syrian Americans, Mr.
Speaker, and Egyptian Americans to
go to my Web site, SHEILA JACKSON
LEE—you can find it. Let me know
what you want to do and how you’re
going to support the efforts of making
peace or having peace in Syria and sav-
ing our fellow Americans in Egypt.
Now is the time. It is no time for lan-
guishing in fear.

————
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THE AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE
LOOKING FOR MORE THAN TALK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for b5
minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, last month we heard some
productive talk from the President
during his State of the Union Address.
His acknowledgement that we need in-
creased domestic production of oil and
natural gas was quite promising. Or,
maybe his commitment ‘“‘to fight ob-
struction with action.” Those types of
words are always welcome in this
Chamber. Unfortunately, the Presi-
dent’s action, or lack thereof, con-
tinues to fall short of the rhetoric.

Mr. Speaker, there continues to be a
great divide between the words in the
speech the President delivers and his
actual actions or leadership. Despite a
pledged commitment to energy secu-
rity, this administration has worked to
counter attempts at making America’s
energy future more secure.

The President’s denial of the Key-
stone XL pipeline, which has the poten-
tial to create thousands of jobs and add
to our energy security, is just the lat-
est example. Between the energy re-
sources that would be provided by a
constructed, completed Keystone pipe-
line and the domestic natural gas fields
in the United States that are in pro-
duction right now, we could shut off
the valve of dependency on Middle East
oil.

In the House, we’ve advanced dozens
of bills to expand domestic resource
production and encourage new job cre-
ation, almost all of which have been
denied consideration by the Senate.

With any hope, the President will
meet his commitment to fight obstruc-
tion with action by calling on the Sen-
ate to work with the House on these
important initiatives. With almost 2
million more Americans out of work
since taking office, the American peo-
ple are looking for more than just talk.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are looking for things that they’ve not
seen in Washington: leadership by the
President and action by the Senate.
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RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 32
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

————
O 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

—————

PRAYER

Reverend Dr. David Anderson, Faith
Baptist Church, Sarasota, Florida, of-
fered the following prayer:

Our gracious Heavenly Father, we
come before You with thanksgiving
and praise for Your protection of and
blessings on our Nation. We thank You
for Your mercy, grace, and forgiveness
of our national transgressions, and we
trust You to lead us into righteousness.

We ask You to enable the men and
women of the House of Representatives
to faithfully carry out their duties and
the purposes of Your will. Empower
them with wisdom, courage, and com-
passion. Grant them the character to
withstand the temptations of power
and privilege, and bring them wise
counselors and friends to help them do
what is right. Give them wisdom and
make them true statesmen.

We ask You to bless their families
and shelter them from the political
fallout of unpopular decisions. Fill
their homes with love, hope, and faith.

Restore our Nation’s historic faith
that we might pray ‘‘God bless Amer-
ica’” with integrity. We ask these
things in the name of our Lord and
Savior, Jesus Christ.

Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HIGGINS) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. HIGGINS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

WELCOMING REVEREND DR. DAVID
ANDERSON

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BUCHANAN) is recognized for 1 minute.
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There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
my privilege this morning to welcome
a very good friend to the Halls of Con-
gress.

Pastor David Anderson, who gave the
morning prayer, is a great spiritual
leader in Sarasota, Florida. He has
more than 35 years of pastoral experi-
ence as a Baptist minister, and for the
past two decades, he has served the
Faith Baptist Church of Sarasota, lo-
cated in the heart of my district. That
is where my wife, Sandy, and I first
met the pastor 5 years ago. He is de-
voted to his family and to helping
other people in our community. He has
made himself a beloved member of our
community.

I commend Pastor Anderson for his
longstanding service to our community
and to our Nation. It is my honor today
to welcome him here to the House of
Representatives.

——

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The Chair will entertain up
to 15 further requests for 1-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

———

HOUSE WILL ACT TO REVERSE AD-
MINISTRATION’S ATTACK ON RE-
LIGIOUS FREEDOM

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BOEHNER. My colleagues, in re-
cent days, Americans of every faith
and political persuasion have mobilized
in objection to a rule put forward by
the Obama administration that con-
stitutes an unambiguous attack on re-
ligious freedom in our country.

This rule would require faith-based
employers, including Catholic char-
ities, schools, universities, and hos-
pitals, to provide services they believe
are immoral. Those services include
sterilization, abortion-inducing drugs
and devices, and contraception.

In imposing this requirement, the
Federal Government has drifted dan-
gerously beyond its constitutional
boundaries, encroaching on religious
freedom in a manner that affects mil-
lions of Americans and harms some of
our Nation’s most vital institutions.

If the President does not reverse the
Department’s attack on religious free-
dom, then the Congress, acting on be-
half of the American people and the
Constitution that we are sworn to up-
hold and defend, must.

The House will approach this matter
fairly and deliberately through regular
order and appropriate legislative chan-
nels. Because it has primary jurisdic-
tion on the issues involved, the Energy
and Commerce Committee is taking
the lead on the legislative process that
will be necessary to enact an effective
and appropriate solution. Chairman
UprpTON convened a hearing late last
year and began laying the groundwork
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for legislative action when this flawed
rule was first proposed, and I welcome
his efforts to consider all possible op-
tions as his committee proceeds with
its efforts.

This attack by the Federal Govern-
ment on religious freedom in our coun-
try must not stand and will not stand.

———

ASIAN CARP

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS. Madam Speaker, the
Great Lakes are the largest source of
freshwater in the world, and they sup-
port vital shipping and recreation jobs.
The fishery alone accounts for $7 bil-
lion in annual economic activity.

But the Great Lakes face a very real
threat from the Asian carp, which are
progressing from the Mississippi River
to the Illinois River and are nearing
Lake Michigan. If this invasive species
enters the lakes, it could decimate
Great Lakes fishing and recreation.

Last month, the Great Lakes Com-
mission released a report recom-
mending the construction of a barrier
to separate the Mississippi River from
Lake Michigan in order to protect the
lakes from the Asian carp. I joined my
colleagues from the Great Lakes Task
Force in sending a letter to the Army
Corps of Engineers asking them to con-
sider this report as they study the best
ways of keeping the Asian carp out of
the Great Lakes Basin.

Madam Speaker, the Asian carp have
not yet entered the lakes, but there are
very real reasons for concern, as sci-
entists say that the conditions of Lake
Erie are perfect to support this species
of fish. It is essential to our economy
and our environment that we all work
together to protect and restore this
underappreciated asset.

———

THE ADMINISTRATION’S ATTACK
ON THE FIRST AMENDMENT AND
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

(Mr. RIGELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RIGELL. Madam Speaker, I rise
in strong objection to the President’s
decision requiring employers to pro-
vide insurance coverage for services
which clearly violate their religious
convictions. Many American employers
are deeply offended and strenuously ob-
ject to being forced by the administra-
tion to pay for contraceptives, steri-
lization and abortion-inducing drugs
for their employees.

This is an egregious violation of the
First Amendment, which protects reli-
gious freedom. Preventing government
intrusion into the faith and religious
convictions of Americans is precisely
why our Founders embedded religious
freedom into the First Amendment.

This is not a slight to the Constitu-
tion; it is an assault. The White House
has said that adequate exemptions
have been made, but this is simply not
s0.
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I stand with my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle and in both Houses of
Congress in defending the right of con-
science, our Constitution, and the right
of all Americans to exercise their reli-
gious beliefs freely without intrusion
from the Federal Government.

I call on the administration to re-
verse its decision today.

—————

TAXES

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, it has
been 400 days since the Republicans
took control of the House of Represent-
atives, and we still have no bills de-
signed to create jobs in America. Now
the Republican political games are
bringing us to the brink of yet another
crisis.

If Congress does not act by the end of
the month, 160 million Americans will
see tax increases, millions more will
lose their unemployment benefits, and
seniors across the Nation will have ac-
cess to their doctors put at risk by cuts
to Medicare payments. The American
people deserve better. Families need
unemployment benefits and a payroll
tax cut to put food on their tables and
to keep roofs over their heads.

Let’s do the right thing. Let’s end
tax breaks for millionaires and billion-
aires, and let’s work to strengthen the
middle class. We can’t wait for another
last-minute fix. Let’s extend the pay-
roll tax cut, unemployment benefits,
and the Medicare doc fix today.

———
O 1210

FIXING THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

(Ms. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker,
this past week, I had the pleasure to
visit Fryer Machine Systems in Patter-
son, New York, in our beautiful Hudson
Valley, Congressional District 19. They
have spent 30 years in the Hudson Val-
ley making the big machines that
make components for manufacturers
around the world. A local employer,
loads of potential being held back by
nearly every aspect of Federal policy.
Trade, environment, education, finan-
cial services, and health care all are
burdening this great local business.
But the number one problem that Mr.
Fryer would like us to fix here in the
Federal Government is the Federal def-
icit.

So as we approach our work this
year, I will bear this vividly in mind.
We must have sympathy, respect, and a
sense of awe for our hardworking, hard-
pressed taxpayers and job creators.
They are the true engine—not the Fed-
eral Government. They are the true en-
gine of growth and the ultimate pur-
chaser and securer of our liberties.
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STUDENT LOANS

(Ms. PINGREE of Maine asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam
Speaker, last month I submitted com-
ments to the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau about the rising prob-
lem of student loan debt.

I've heard from many people in my
State—students, former students, and
parents—who are struggling to pay
back student loans. We are asking our
students to take on more debt than
ever, and in this weak economy, it’s
hard to make the rising monthly pay-
ments. There has to be a better way.

Private student loans are part of the
problem. They are one of the riskiest
ways to pay for college, often with un-
capped variable interest rates that hit
those who are least able to afford them
the hardest.

But the Federal student loan system
also mneeds reform. Currently, bor-
rowers are paying an interest rate of
up to 8 percent, while homeowners refi-
nancing their mortgages are often pay-
ing less than half of that. There is no
reason that students and their parents
should pay so much more for some-
thing that is as basic and essential as
an education.

Madam Speaker, an affordable edu-
cation should be a right for every fam-
ily in America.

——

CLASS ACT REPEAL

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, last Wednesday, the
House passed the Fiscal Responsibility
and Retirement Security Act of 2011, a
bill which repeals a new program in the
government health care takeover bill.
During the health care debate, the
President and congressional liberals
said that this program would save tax-
payers $80 billion. However, now inter-
nal evidence reveals that the adminis-
tration was aware that the program
was a ‘‘recipe for disaster.”

The 2,700-page ObamaCare bill was
rammed through Congress, just like
Cash for Clunkers. The President and
his liberal colleagues included unwork-
able programs into an unpopular bill to
gain enough votes for passage. The
CLASS program is yet another exam-
ple of how this administration supports
programs that are political gimmicks,
identified by Bill Walker as being a
free ticket but no show.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

————
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Unless Congress
acts, emergency unemployment bene-
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fits will run out on February 23 for 3
million Americans. We simply can’t let
that happen.

Congress has never before allowed
benefits to expire when unemployment
was higher than 7.2 percent. And with
more than three applicants for every
job opening, we must not turn our
backs on Americans who want to work,
are trying to work, but simply can’t
find a job.

We shouldn’t demean them either by
asking them to jump through hurdles
to get the unemployment insurance
benefits that they’ve already paid for,
such as getting drug tested or going
back to high school after decades in
the workforce.

Our economy is improving, thanks to
the policies of this administration, but
we have more to do. We need to extend
unemployment benefits. It’s good for
American families, and it’s good for
America. Every dollar spent on UI ben-
efits increases economic activity by $2.
That increases gross domestic product
and creates jobs and creates a stronger
economy that works for everyone.

History has taught us and economists
warn us about the dangers of pre-
maturely pulling the plug on policies
that work. Let’s extend unemployment
insurance benefits for a full year.

BUDGET OR BUST

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to support a bill that I recently
introduced, H.R. 3883, the Budget or
Bust Act. My legislation would force
the House and the Senate to pass a
budget or else their salaries would be
held hostage until they do.

It has been 1,015 days since the Sen-
ate last passed a budget. That is 1,015
days that Congress has shirked one of
its most basic responsibilities, and
they shouldn’t be getting paid for their
irresponsibility.

Next week, we’ll see the President
roll out his budget for 2013, which is
not part of his constitutional job de-
scription. The Budget or Bust Act
would restore the power of the purse to
its rightful owner, which the Founding
Fathers specifically gave to Congress,
not to the President. Congress should
be deciding how to spend taxpayer dol-
lars, and the President should simply
be implementing the budget and policy
that Congress puts forward.

I urge my colleagues to support my
Budget or Bust Act so that Washington
is finally forced to pass a budget and
live within its means like the rest of
America does.

————

EXTEND UNEMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS

(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, the
deadline, again, to pass an extension of
unemployment benefits is fast ap-
proaching. Last week, the numbers
came out that our economy is on the
mend, but we do still have a long way
to go.

Unemployment benefits put money
into the economy and serve as a life-
line for the millions of Americans who,
through no fault of their own, have lost
their job and cannot find work. These
are benefits, by the way, that have
been earned through years of hard
work. They aren’t giveaways.

If my friends on the other side of the
aisle don’t extend these benefits, 2.8
million Americans—including 491,000
Californians—will lose their lifeline,
throwing their families into further de-
spair and hampering our economic re-
covery.

We can’t let this happen. Let’s work
together and pass these extensions of
unemployment benefits for one full
year.

——

HOUSE GOP JOBS PLAN

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, the facts
don’t lie: President Obama’s policies
have failed the American people and
are making the economy worse.

Since the President took office, un-
employment has been above 8 percent
for 36 months, gas prices have doubled,
the number of Americans having to
rely on food stamps has climbed to an
all-time high, while the number of new
business startups has dropped to a 17-
year low. Our national debt has
reached $15 trillion, greater than our
entire economy, and just last week, the
CBO projected that 2012 will bring us
our fourth trillion dollar deficit in a
row.

Because the President cannot run on
his record, he has, regrettably, turned
to the politics of envy and division.

House Republicans have a plan for
America’s job creators to help turn
this economy around. It’s time for the
President and Senate Democrats to
stop blocking our jobs bills and help us
put Americans back to work.

———

CYBERBULLYING

(Mr. HIMES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HIMES. Madam Speaker, this
piece of paper will never be the same.
No matter how much you try, you
can’t remove the marks that are left
behind. The paper may not have ripped,
but once the damage is done, the scars
remain.

I saw this idea on the Web site of a
new organization formed in Ridgefield,
Connecticut, Students Against Inter-
net Discrimination, or SAID. SAID
formed in response to anonymous bul-
lies at Ridgefield High School who
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were using Twitter to attack other
kids from behind a wall of anonymity.

Cyberbullying, kids using the Inter-
net to intimidate, defame, or attack
other kids, is a growing problem.

Sophie Needleman, a senior at
Ridgefield High, decided to create an
outlet online for the legions of sup-
portive, helpful, and decent students to
speak out and speak up. With a few
friends, she started a Facebook group
for Ridgefield students to counter the
actions of the bullies. Within 48 hours,
it had 1,000 concerned students and
adults who wanted to show that bul-
lying has no place in our schools.

I commend the students behind Stu-
dents Against Internet Discrimination
and the entire community of support
behind this growing movement.

For every bully out there, there are
hundreds of adults and other students
who will support this effort and offer
help. Seek out a group like SAID and
join the effort to stop the despicable
practice of cyberbullying.

———
0 1220
GRAND CANYON AIR TOURISM

(Mr. QUAYLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. QUAYLE. Madam Speaker, a
couple of weeks ago, the President was
in Florida and announced new tourism
initiatives with a particular focus on
increasing visits to U.S. natural treas-
ures. Unfortunately, once again, his
rhetoric doesn’t match his actions.

For example, the National Park
Service is currently considering new
regulations to be implemented by the
FAA that would further restrict air
tours above the Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park in an attempt to reduce
aviation noise. If implemented, these
regulations would devastate the Grand
Canyon air tourism industry that is re-
sponsible for $104.3 million in economic
activity. It would reduce the industry’s
employment by 10 percent. Flight oper-
ations would go down 14.7 percent, and
passenger volume would drop nearly
12.8 percent.

The Grand Canyon is a national
treasure to us all, but 70 percent of the
park is already off limits to flights,
and the industry has already invested
millions in quiet technology. This is
yet another example of the administra-
tion’s consistently inconsistent poli-
cies.

The administration must stop need-
less regulations that will destroy jobs.

———————

ACTIONS HAVE CONSEQUENCES:
COPS FUNDING CRISIS

(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, let’s put
this in the category of actions have
consequences.

Last year the City of Trenton was
forced to lay off nearly one-third of its
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uniformed law officers. My State’s cap-
ital now has the same number of police
officers on the rolls as it did in 1932.

The city had hoped to reduce the
number of layoffs through a grant from
the Community Oriented Policing
Services program, the COPS program.
That grant would have allowed Tren-
ton to hire back 18 officers. Unfortu-
nately, because Congress failed to fund
properly the COPS program, Trenton
got no money to rehire laid-off officers.

In the last year, almost 150 people
have been shot within the city of Tren-
ton compared with only 60 the year be-
fore. Street robberies, aggravated as-
saults, and burglaries are up alarm-
ingly. Trentonians tell me these trends
are continuing. Clearly, we need more
money to rehire police. We need it now
before more Americans lose their lives
and suffer injury and property loss.

———

BUDGET AND JOBS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, the first
Monday in February every year is sup-
posed to be the day the President re-
leases his budget, but this year the
budget was delayed a week. Last year
the budget was delayed a week also.
The release date for the budget has
been the same for decades, yet this ad-
ministration seems to be incapable of
completing their work on time.

Back when I was a high school teach-
er, turning in your work a week or two
late meant you failed. Now is no time
to fail on budgetary matters, not when
we are $15 trillion in debt and have
deficits every year of more than a tril-
lion dollars.

The Senate hasn’t passed a budget in
more than 1,000 days. We need a real-
istic plan to get our country back on
track. When the House put forward a
plan last year, it was met with an at-
tack that the nonpartisan PolitiFact
called ‘‘the lie of the year.”

The Federal budget affects every
American, especially those who are
looking for jobs. Right now, uncer-
tainty abounds and employers wonder
whether destructive taxes will hold
back growth.

Let’s get back on a sound fiscal
track. Let’s end the uncertainty. Let’s
pass a budget on time again this year.

———

HONORING CONTRIBUTIONS MADE
BY RAYTHEON

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to honor and recognize the
contributions made by the hard-
working men and women at the
Raytheon Company.

Every day, the innovators at
Raytheon strive to develop new tech-
nologies to defend our country and en-
sure the safety of our men and women
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in uniform. Raytheon, a defense re-
search firm, employs 75,000 employees
throughout our country and 1,300 in the
town of Portsmouth in my home dis-
trict in Rhode Island.

Raytheon’s accomplishments were
honored during Aviation Week’s An-
nual Program Excellence Awards cere-
mony for its work to develop combat
system software and mission system
equipment for the next generation of
surface combat ships—the DDG-1000
Zumwalt class destroyer. Aviation
Week awarded Raytheon top honors in
the category of system level produc-
tion.

Raytheon’s employees should take
pride in the contributions they are
making to our local economy and to
ensuring the continued strength of the
United States Navy.

I congratulate Raytheon on their im-
pressive achievements.

———
RIGHTS OF CONSCIENCE

(Mr. GRIMM asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GRIMM. Madam Speaker, I rise
today as a pro-life Catholic and as an
American deeply concerned with the
administration’s ruling as part of the
health care law to require the Catholic
Church, Christian and other religious-
affiliated organizations to offer health
insurance that covers contraceptives
and sterilizations, even though it is
clearly in violation of their beliefs and
the fundamental teachings of the
church.

I stand with Cardinal-designate Tim-
othy Dolan, president of the U.S. Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops, when he
said, ‘‘In effect, the President is saying
we have a year to figure out how to
violate our consciences’” and turn our
backs on thousands of years of church
teachings.

Religious liberty has been sewn into
the fabric of our exceptional Nation.
The ability to exercise our religious be-
liefs free of government interference
was part of the very reason our Found-
ers came to America and is the very
first right mentioned in the Bill of
Rights.

The current administration’s efforts
to challenge the conscience and repro-
ductive rights of the Catholic Church,
or any other religion, will not and
should not be tolerated. I urge the
President to reconsider this rule and
restore the church’s religious freedom.

———
PAYROLL TAX CUT

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I rise today to
urge my Republican colleagues to end
the game and to give certainty back to
the American people.

Right before the holidays, my Repub-
lican colleagues threatened to raise
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taxes on the middle class because a
small but very loud minority in their
conference wanted to prove a point.
Now we’re back at it again. They want
to prevent $1,600 from being in the
hands of the middle class.

My fellow Democrats and I want to
keep money in the hands of hard-
working Americans by supporting the
extension of the payroll tax holiday.
We cannot afford to take more risks
with the income of 160 million working
Americans. In fact, the no-jobs agenda
of the Republican Conference has
pushed to continue tax cuts for the
wealthiest of Americans while not giv-
ing breaks to working Americans and
the middle class.

I ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle if they will please come to
the table for a strong and working mid-
dle class of America.

———

MILLIONS OF AMERICANS
FIGHTING MANDATE

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
I think that there are millions of
Americans today, many American
Catholics, who listened intently to the
debate that took place on the
ObamaCare bill. They weren’t really
sure about it, but they kept hanging on
to a couple of things: If you like what
you have, you can keep it, is what the
President said. They have found out
that’s not the way it turned out.

Well, when it came to all of the
guidelines that were coming from HHS,
don’t worry about these. They’ll never
be mandates. They’re just going to be
guidelines. They’re there for informa-
tion and instruction.

Well, that didn’t come about either,
because what has happened, the Catho-
lic organizations and schools and hos-
pitals are being mandated by the Fed-
eral Government to violate their reli-
gious beliefs and to meet the Federal
mandate of providing contraceptives,
abortion services, and sterilization
services, all in the name of a health
care policy.

This is something that needs to be
reversed. I stand with the millions of
Americans who are fighting this man-
date.

———
EXTEND PAYROLL TAX HOLIDAY

(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Speaker,
our constituents are saying: Here they
go again. Don’t they get anything
right?

What they’re talking about is the
fact that the payroll tax, the extension
of unemployment, and the extension of
the SGR, that’s all coming up again.
Again. After the fiasco of last Decem-
ber, you would have thought we
learned our lesson.
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Look at what the payroll tax
means—160 million will risk losing.
They’ll have about a $1,600 tax in-
crease. For those in Hawaii, 700,000 will
suffer a $1,120 a year reduction. What
are we doing?

The SGR will increase the cost to our
elderly, a 27-percent reduction to their
doctor. We call it in Hawaii our
kapunas, those who are very important
to us. Look at what we are risking for
them.

Instead, the focus seems to be: How
do we keep money for the ultrarich,
that 1 percent? Think about it. The
middle class can use the $1,120 in Ha-
waii. Let’s do it right.

0 1230
SPEAK UP, AMERICA

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RANGEL. Well, I think I have
some good news. Most Americans be-
lieve that when the Congress does not
do what they want to happen that they
can wait until Election Day, and then
they remind us that we let them down.
Certainly, I remember when this unem-
ployment compensation and the holi-
day for taxpayers, as well as the pay-
ment of our doctors, was coming up a
couple years ago, and it was almost
Christmastime. Democrats really
thought that, because of the Repub-
lican majority, and because they just
felt that unemployed people getting
compensation meant that they
wouldn’t look for work, or that they
weren’t paying enough taxes, or that
they didn’t want to deal with the ques-
tion of the doctors—but still, after all
of this battle, when the American peo-
ple spoke up, they didn’t wait until
Election Day. They got on the phone.
They called their House Members, Re-
publicans and Democrats. They called
everybody to say that they could not
afford a sharp increase in their payroll
deductions.

So, do it again, because it really
works. You’re going to get these exten-
sions. All you have to do is call and de-
mand that you get what you deserve.

———

THE SMARTER APPROACH TO NU-
CLEAR EXPENDITURES (SANE)
ACT

(Mr. MARKEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker,
America’s nuclear weapons budget is
locked into a Cold War time machine.
It doesn’t reflect our 21st century secu-
rity needs. It makes no sense. It is in-
sane. It’s insane to spend $10 billion
building new plants to make uranium
and plutonium for new nuclear bombs
when we’re cutting our nuclear arsenal
and the plants we have now work just
fine. It’s insane that we’re going to
spend $84 billion for up to 14 new nu-
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clear submarines when just one sub-
marine with 96 nuclear bombs on board
can blow up every major city in Iran,
China, and North Korea.

It’s an insane strategy, but it’s
America’s current plan. And that’s why
we need a SANE approach to our nu-
clear weapons budget. Today, I am in-
troducing the SANE Act—the Smarter
Approach to Nuclear Expenditures
Act—with 34 of my colleagues. The
SANE Act cuts $100 billion in spending
over the next 10 years on outdated,
wasteful nuclear weapons programs
over the next 10 years.

Let’s cut new nuclear weapons, not
the poor, the sick, the children, and
the elderly of our country. Support and
cosponsor the SANE Act.

————
REPUBLICAN HYPOCRISY

(Ms. CLARKE of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Madam
Speaker, today we find ourselves in the
unfortunate and familiar position of
running out the clock on the American
people.

The Republican majority seems to
have no problem moving Heaven and
Earth to preserve tax cuts for the
wealthiest Americans. However, they
seem content to allow taxes to rise for
the working poor and middle class. The
majority’s orthodoxy that tax cuts
solve every problem seems not to ex-
tend to those that need it the most.
This tax hypocrisy has not gone unno-
ticed by the American people.

Madam Speaker, the 112th Congress
has not passed one job-creating bill in
the face of this stubbornly high unem-
ployment. And instead of addressing
the jobs crisis, they are continuing
their assault on the unemployed by
threatening to cut off aid to those who
would rather have a job in the first
place.

I urge the majority to put aside elec-
tion-year politics and pass a long-term
payroll tax extension and extend unem-
ployment benefits, especially in light
of their failure to address the need for
more job opportunity.

———

REPUBLICANS PLAY POLITICS
WHILE PEOPLE ARE HURTING

(Mr. GRIJALVA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GRIJALVA. Madam Chair, the
clock is ticking, Republicans are play-
ing games, and people are hurting. Re-
publicans care more about their sin-
gular goal of defeating Obama in No-
vember than helping people that are
hurting and helping the middle class.
This latest chapter on the extension of
unemployment benefit adds to an al-
ready sordid and sad story.

Last December, Republicans threat-
ened to lay off over 1 million Ameri-
cans by refusing to extend unemploy-
ment benefits. House Republicans are
now pushing a plan that would reduce
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unemployment benefits for 3 million
Americans who lost their jobs through
no fault of their own. This plan is
wrong. It’s wrong for the middle class,
and it’s wrong for people who are try-
ing to find jobs.

It is time that the Republican major-
ity brought a real jobs plan to this
floor that will create real jobs and put
the American people to work. When
they’re working, our economy is fine.
When they’re working, our small busi-
nesses are fine. Rather than acknowl-
edge these facts and these realities, Re-
publicans in Congress seem intent on
blaming the unemployed for unemploy-
ment.

ASSAULT ON RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

(Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, just a couple
of weeks ago, this administration an-
nounced a position that amounts to an
assault on religious liberty in this
country. Their narrow definition of
what constitutes religious action, reli-
gious belief, and whether or not the
Federal Government can cause you to
take actions against your own con-
science is a serious matter that ought
not to be determined by the Friday re-
lease of a decision made by the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services.

This is an issue that goes beyond the
Catholic Church and Catholic institu-
tion. It goes to the essence of the First
Amendment protections contained in
the Constitution with respect to reli-
gious freedom. We had better under-
stand exactly how important this issue
is, and we had better understand how it
has to be addressed directly and cannot
be compromised by saying we’re not
going to take away your religious lib-
erty for a year. That is not a com-
promise. That is a form of political ex-
tortion.

————
IRAN’S NUCLEAR AMBITIONS

(Mr. DEUTCH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DEUTCH. Madam Speaker, even
as we stand here today, the centrifuges
continue to spin in Iran, and their il-
licit nuclear weapons program forges
ahead.

Yet, they are more isolated today
than they have ever been. I commend
President Obama for his Executive
order freezing the assets of the Central
Bank of Iran and making it impossible
to do business both with Iran and with
the United States. I thank our Asian
allies for reducing purchases of crude
o0il and slashing trade with Iran, and I
commend our European allies, as well,
for banning the import of Iranian
crude. The Iranian economy is in sham-
bles. As a result of these international
efforts, its currency is plummeting and
inflation is skyrocketing.
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I urge my colleagues, our friends
across the way in the Senate, to pass
tighter sanctions still to tighten the
economic noose on the ayatollahs and
to force them to give up their illicit
nuclear ambitions. We must stand with
the Iranian people even as their human
rights are crushed by the Revolu-
tionary Guard. In their quest for de-
mocracy, we stand with them. Our ef-
forts are paying off, Madam Speaker,
we cannot let up.

———

EXPEDITED LEGISLATIVE LINE-
ITEM VETO AND RESCISSIONS
ACT OF 2012

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 540 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 540

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 35621) to amend
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 to provide for a legisla-
tive line-item veto to expedite consideration
of rescissions, and for other purposes. The
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided among and
controlled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Budget and
Representative Simpson of Idaho or his des-
ignee. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. In lieu of the amendments rec-
ommended by the Committees on the Budget
and Rules now printed in the bill, it shall be
in order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of Rules Com-
mittee Print 112-12. That amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall be considered as
read. All points of order against that amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute are
waived. No amendment to that amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against such
amendments are waived. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute made in order as origi-
nal text. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.
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SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time on
the legislative day of February 9, 2012, for
the Speaker to entertain motions that the
House suspend the rules, as though under
clause 1(c) of rule XV, relating to a measure
addressing securities trading based on non-
public information.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia is recognized for 1
hour.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to my good
friend from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I'm pleased to be down here with you
today, Madam Speaker, because what
we have an opportunity to do with this
rule is bring another in a series of 10
fundamental reforms to the congres-
sional budgeting process.

Today, House Resolution 540 provides
a structured rule for consideration of
H.R. 3521, the Expedited Line-Item
Veto and Rescissions Act. And yet
again today, with this rule we have
made in order every single amendment
by either Republicans or Democrats
that was germane to the underlying
legislation to give us an opportunity to
make this bill better.

Now, to be fair, Madam Speaker, H.R.
3621 is another example of bipartisan-
ship in this House. It was introduced
and sponsored by both the Republican
chairman of the Budget Committee,
PAUL RYAN, and the Democratic rank-
ing member, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, another
opportunity of things that we can do
here in this new Congress to bring com-
mon sense to our budgeting process.

It’s a bipartisan attempt, Madam
Speaker, to provide both Congress and
the President with all of the tools nec-
essary to get our fiscal challenges
under control. It exemplifies what can
happen here in this body when we’re
willing to listen to folks back home
and come together to try to make a
difference here in Congress.

In the 111th Congress, Madam Speak-
er, nondefense discretionary spending
was increased by almost 25 percent.
This Congress, this body, working with
the Senate, increased nondefense dis-
cretionary spending by almost 25 per-
cent. Now, if your constituents are like
mine, Madam Speaker, had they had
that budget around their family dinner
table, they could have found some
items that they could have done with-
out. In exchange for not putting their
children and their grandchildren fur-
ther and further and further in the
hole, further and further and further
under the mountain of debt that this
country has run up, they could have
found some things to cut.
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Now, Congress in the past has tried
to pass a line-item veto, line-item ve-
toes that I would have opposed had I
been in Congress, Madam Speaker, be-
cause they transferred our authority,
our authority here in the U.S. House of
Representatives, to the executive
branch. I'm opposed to that.

What we have today is not that proc-
ess of days of old, not that process that
has been tossed out by the Supreme
Court as a violation of our House pre-
rogatives; but what we have today is an
expedited rescissions process that al-
lows the President of the United States
to go through those budget bills, those
appropriation bills, those funding bills,
to say, When I see this, it doesn’t pass
the smell test, let me give the Congress
one more shot at it; send it back to
Capitol Hill, where we accept it or re-
ject it in its entirety.

I confess, Madam Speaker, I'm not
thrilled about involving this President
in budgeting decisions any more than
is absolutely necessary. But given the
nature of our challenges, it’s not about
this President or the previous Presi-
dent or the next President. It’s about
the American people. It’s about what
are we going to do to fulfill our respon-
sibilities to keep America strong. This
is one of those bills, Madam Speaker,
that will provide another arrow in the
quiver of fiscal responsibility to this
Nation, and I believe it’s one whose
time has come.

Yesterday, we saw another bill in
this budget reform process. Last week,
we saw two other bills in this budget
reform process. Each are coming to the
floor, Madam Speaker, in as open and
honest a process as we can bring the
American people into this budget proc-
ess, to make Congress’ budget process
as open and honest as it can be. As a
proud member of the Rules Committee,
Madam Speaker, and of the Budget
Committee, I am here today in strong
support of this rule and in strong sup-
port of the underlying resolution.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Georgia for yielding
me the customary 30 minutes, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in opposition to this
structured rule. This is yet another ex-
ample of this Congress’ remarkable
ability to take commonsense measures
and churn them, through partisan pos-
turing, into measures that not only put
in jeopardy broad, bipartisan support
from this body, but significantly weak-
en them and reduce the quality of the
work product for the American people.

This rule that we’re debating does
two things. We’ll have the opportunity
in a moment to talk about the Expe-
dited Line-Item Veto and Rescissions
Act, an underlying bill that I strongly
support, one that would empower the
President of the United States to use
the line-item veto on unnecessary ex-
penditures to help reduce our deficit,
subject to an en masse approval vote of
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the United States Congress. It fun-
damentally addresses some of the con-
stitutional flaws with a broad line-item
veto, which has been attempted in the
past, that many Governors currently
wield.

So it’s, I think, a good-faith effort by
both sides to come to something that
the American people think is common
sense. Congress should not be able to
force the President to spend money in
areas that are unnecessary, that are
earmarks, that are special interest ex-
penditures. The President can then
highlight those, bring them back to
Congress, subject to an up-or-down
vote.

The bigger problem with this rule is
the other component of this rule,
which prevents Members from offering
amendments that would strengthen the
STOCK Act—a very significant piece of
reform legislation offered by Mr. WALZ
and my Rules Committee colleague and
ranking member, LOUISE SLAUGHTER,
which I proudly cosponsor.

This bill, the STOCK Act, has been
subject to a lot of media attention of
late. It would ban insider trading in
Congress, again, a commonsense ap-
proach and something that I think has
broad, if not universal, support on both
sides of the aisle.

But a little bit of history of how we
got here and why this particular rule
many on our side and I myself see as an
attempt to water down many of the
critical provisions of the STOCK Act
and make it less meaningful in re-
sponding to the public outrage about
perceived behaviors that can occur,
both among the Members and the staff
in this body, as well as on the execu-
tive side of government.

This bill has been introduced, the
STOCK Act, by Representative
SLAUGHTER for 6 years now. I've been a
cosponsor since last year. It has rap-
idly picked up cosponsors in the last
year, including close to 100 cosponsors
from the other side of the aisle. It’s a
strong bipartisan piece of legislation
with strong support.
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First, this bill, the STOCK Act, was
blocked by the majority leader. Now
it’s being rewritten behind closed doors
and without the input of Mr. WALZ or
Ms. SLAUGHTER. We don’t know what
this so-called STOCK Act will contain.
We have reason to believe it will water
down a number of provisions of the
STOCK Act.

It’s my understanding that at least
the version of the STOCK Act released
last night removed the requirement
that political intelligence firms reg-
ister as lobbyists. Now, what are polit-
ical intelligence firms? They are firms
that are hired by those who do finan-
cial transactions and effectively bet on
stocks going up or down. Hedge funds,
et cetera, would hire these political in-
formation firms to try to figure out,
using their connections, what Members
of Congress and, just as importantly,
committee staff and staff members are
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thinking, and timing, with regard to
hearings and the introductions of bills.

Now, in an open system, obviously,
discussion among people is certainly
fine, but the issue is whether they have
to register as lobbyists. Lobbyists have
a registration process that critically
includes who their clients are to pro-
vide visibility and transparency into
who their clients are.

Political intelligence firms do not
need to register under current law.
They would be required to register
under the STOCK Act. But under the
version, the weakening of the STOCK
Act that Leader CANTOR posted to the
Web site, they would no longer be re-
quired to register. In fact, specifically,
from the Web page of a political intel-
ligence firm, it says that they, in fact,
relish this ability to operate in se-
crecy. Quoting from their Web site it
says: ‘‘providing the service for clients
who do not want their interest in an
issue publicly known.”

So again, there is this, I think, com-
monsense loophole that the American
people are outraged over that allows
people to avoid registering as lobbyists
who are in the business of developing
relationships with Members and their
staffs for the purpose of seeking inside
information for financial gain. And I
would strongly recommend that any
serious STOCK Act include a registra-
tion requirement around political in-
telligence firms.

We also won’t have the opportunity
in the House, as the Senate did, to
make the STOCK Act stronger and to
strengthen the bill through the amend-
ment process. Under this particular
version of this rule that we’re debat-
ing, there will be zero, zero amend-
ments allowed—no amendments from
Republicans and no amendments from
Democrats to strengthen the STOCK
Act.

Now, even the Senate, which is hard-
ly known for its legislative efficiency,
was able to consider amendments and
get the bill done and passed because of
its bipartisan support. We should do so
in the House under an open process, or
even a controlled process, 10, 15, 20
amendments.

I know Members across both sides of
the aisle have ideas about how to re-
duce the perceived inequities and con-
flicts of interest that exist, both
among Members and appointees, and on
the executive side of government. We
owe nothing less to the American peo-
ple.

So I am terribly disappointed that
this rule will not allow for any
strengthening of the STOCK Act and,
quite to the contrary, actually deals it
a severe weakening blow by removing
political intelligence.

Furthermore, we don’t know, at this
point, what exactly will be in this
STOCK Act that potentially could be
under consideration tomorrow. Con-
trary to the promise that the Repub-
lican majority made to the American
people about having time to read bills,
it’s my understanding that an initial
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version was posted last night. It’s my
understanding that a subsequent
version weakening the STOCK Act was
posted just an hour ago, which I don’t
think any of us have had the oppor-
tunity to read.

We fear that this could be changed
again; and, yet, under this rule, this
Congress could be called on to act on
this tomorrow, to vote on this tomor-
row, with no opportunity to strengthen
the bill, no opportunity to prevent the
watering down of the bill by the major-
ity leader of this body, which is occur-
ring behind closed doors as we speak.

Now, again, while I cannot support
the rule for those reasons, I want to
also discuss one of the underlying bills
that this rule will bring to the House,
which is the Expedited Line-Item Veto
and Rescissions Act. This act is an im-
portant step, albeit a small step, a
small but constructive step, towards
the cause of deficit reduction and
eliminating the wasteful spending and
earmarks that have too often been the
hallmark of this Congress and past
Congresses.

Now, Members on both sides of the
aisle have disagreements about this
bill. When you have a bill that impacts
legislative prerogative, that’s likely to
be the case. I know some are concerned
about constitutionality, generally, of
line-item veto bills. I believe that this
bill was carefully crafted to take into
account those valid constitutional ar-
guments about the separation of pow-
ers and the prerogative of the legisla-
tive branch.

This legislation strikes the correct
balance between the Framers’ intent to
place the power of the purse in the
hands of Congress, which retains, under
this bill, the ability to approve or dis-
approve of any Presidential line-item
veto, with the need to cut out wasteful
spending that piggybacks on larger,
must-pass legislation which, whether
it’s an omnibus or an appropriations
bill, we know that this body has been
unable to produce, cleaner, leaner
spending bills. And I think it can be a
constructive step to enlist the help of
the President of the United States in
removing unnecessary and indefensible
pork from spending bills.

I would also add that this bill is a
welcome change for many of the other
so-called budget-reform bills that have
been brought forward by the House
Budget Committee. The House Budget
Committee has brought forward bills to
pretend that inflation doesn’t exist.
They’ve brought forward bills to have
funny scoring, trick scoring, dynamic
scoring, rather than the usual objec-
tive process of the Congressional Budg-
et Office.

But you can’t pretend the deficit
away. You can’t pretend the deficit
away by assuming there’s no inflation.
You can’t pretend the deficit away by
putting in wacky numbers that are
whatever you feel like, based on your
biases.

So this bill is really the first budget
bill that is a constructive step towards
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actually controlling spending, some-
thing that I've often heard Members of
both parties pay lip service to, but this
body has done relatively little to ad-
dress that notable goal of budgeting
our budget.

However, there’s a lot more to do.
I've always maintained, as have many
on my side of the aisle, that rather
than talking about balancing the budg-
et, rather than talking about what we
want to do, and rather than trying to
change the rules, let’s balance the
budget. The supercommittee had an op-
portunity to do that with a balanced
approach.

The President of the United States
has called for a balanced approach to
balance the budget. The President of
the United States has convened the
Simpson-Bowles Commission to outline
specific plans around ending our budget
deficit and returning our Nation to fis-
cal responsibility. That bill, from the
Simpson-Bowles Commission, there
were no bills that have been taken up
by this body that would fundamentally
address the very real budget problems
that we face.

And to be clear, we cannot simply
pass this Expedited Line-Item Veto and
Rescissions Act and say, problem
solved, game over, let’s go home. A
constructive step towards balancing
our budget, yes, but a small step, a
baby step, a potential step in the right
direction, but one that, by no means,
should get Congress out of the respon-
sibility of acting responsibly in a bal-
anced manner to balance our budget,
right our fiscal ship, ensure the long-
term integrity of Social Security and
Medicare, and balance our budget def-
icit.

We need to use a balanced approach
to budget challenges. The approach
needs to be comprehensive and bipar-
tisan. I would like to maintain some
hope and optimism that perhaps the
Expedited Line-Item Veto and Rescis-
sions Act would be a small first step
towards a larger collaboration between
the two parties to tackle the issues of
the day.

While not, in and of itself, the real
progress we need to actually solve the
budget item, the Expedited Line-Item
Veto and Rescissions Act will assist
lawmakers in targeting wasteful gov-
ernment spending. Unlike previous at-
tempts at a line-item veto that have
been ruled unconstitutional, the Expe-
dited Line-Item Veto and Rescissions
Act respects the careful system of
checks and balances that our Framers

established.
Under this bill, the President can
highlight unjustified government

spending that’s wasteful, and the Presi-
dent can then identify those items, but
it has to come back to Congress to af-
firmatively approve, by majority, any
cancellation of expenditures in those
areas. Let them be debated and de-
fended on their merits, rather than
slipped in to thousand-page bills in the
dark of night.

Further, the President’s withholding
authority is limited. The President can
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only hold back on spending for 45 days
after the appropriations bill has been
enacted.

I think this bill can be a step towards
putting our Nation on a path towards
fiscal discipline and a balanced budget.
I am aware that there are those on
both sides that, for constitutional or
legislative prerogative reasons, feel dif-
ferently than I do. But I think a ‘“‘yes”
vote on the underlying bill would be a
small positive step towards combating
the runaway spending that has charac-
terized not only this Republican Con-
gress, but prior Congresses controlled
by both parties.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to thank the gentleman for his
kind words about the underlying bill.

I say with the utmost sincerity that
here in my freshman term in Congress,
one of the Members I have enjoyed
working with the most is Mr. PoOLIS.
You can always count on him in the
Rules Committee to say something un-
expected. You can’t pigeonhole him as
to where he’s going to be on things be-
cause he’s thoughtful about all of the
issues. And I would hope that he would
find that to be one of the highest com-
pliments we can pay to a Member, to
find a thoughtful Member here in this
body, and it’s certainly been my pleas-
ure to work with him.

I agree with him that we can’t pre-
tend the deficit away. We can’t use
wacky numbers, I think was his word,
to wish the deficit away, though we do
have a difference of opinion about
where that pretending comes from and
where the wacky numbers come from.

As a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, I will tell you that the steps
we’re taking this year are changing a
historical process of pretending the
deficit away, bringing in real account-
ing, changing a historical process of
generating wacky numbers and bring-
ing in new, honest accounting.

But I also want to say this, Madam
Speaker. As folks come to the floor to
talk about whether or not we’re actu-
ally saving any money today, whether
we’re cutting the budget today, wheth-
er we’re creating jobs today, this is a
Budget Committee bill.

As a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, I wish it were in my authority
to cut spending and create jobs, be-
cause, by golly, I’ve got to tell you, I
could do it, bring bills to the floor on
a regular basis to promote those ideas.
But it’s not within the Budget Com-
mittee’s authority.

What is in the Budget Committee’s
authority to do is craft the most hon-
est numbers possible to share with the
American people to describe what it is
that we’re doing with their tax dollars
day in and day out. That’s exactly
what this legislation is designed to do.
That’s exactly what the other nine
pieces of budget reform legislation the
Budget Committee is moving, what
they are designed to do.
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It is really with great pride, again, as
a new member to the Budget Com-
mittee, to have my colleague from Col-
orado say such nice things about this
bipartisan work, about the hope that
this presents for us moving forward,
and I, too, hope we’ll be able to build
on that progress.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

If we defeat the previous question, I
will offer an amendment to the rule to
ensure that the House votes on the po-
litical intelligence provisions that are
included in the STOCK Act written by
Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. WALZ as a
standalone bill. This bill will help
shine sunlight onto political intel-
ligence firms and require that they reg-
ister as lobbyists. This provision al-
ready has the support of a majority of
the Members of this body—285 Mem-
bers, including 99 Republicans.

The fact that the Republican leader-
ship has weakened and watered down
the STOCK Act by stripping out this
provision we’ll be considering this
week is both shameful and wrong. It’s
clear that this House needs to act, and
it will be my hope that we defeat the
previous question and I'm able to offer
this amendment.

I am honored to yield 5 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER), the ranking member of
the Rules Committee and the sponsor
of the STOCK Act.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank my friend, my colleague, for
yielding to me.

This is terribly important to me. I've
spent 6 years of my life on this bill, so
bear with me if I get a little emotional.

Today, I urge my colleagues to defeat
the previous question so that we can
strengthen the STOCK Act bill that
has been weakened by House Repub-
lican leadership behind closed doors
and in the dark of night. When writing
their own version of the STOCK Act,
Majority Leader CANTOR and House Re-
publican leadership did not consult the
bipartisan coalition that has cham-
pioned this bill and, over the week, nei-
ther I nor Mr. WALZ were asked to con-
tribute to the final product, nor was
our leader consulted in any way. De-
spite championing the bill for 6 years,
I was left completely out.

As a matter of fact, the way the bill
is structured, I won’t even have an op-
portunity to offer an amendment to
put back the political intelligence
piece, which I think is really the heart
of the bill. The bill was changed from a
bill to a suspension, which means that
the minority will have neither the
right of a motion to recommit or an
opportunity to amend this bill in any
way. That contrasts completely with
what happened over in the Senate when
Members of the Senate were allowed to
present amendments to this bill, and
many of them did it successfully.

But what we got here was a flawed
bill last night and a need to reintro-
duce revised legislation earlier today.
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As a matter of fact, the bill they put
out last night has already been
superceded by one about 45 minutes
ago, which shows you that if you write
something in the dark of night, you
may not know what you wrote.

Despite their many changes, the bill
is weaker, not stronger, than before.
The simple truth is that the bill intro-
duced by House Republicans waters
down government reform, particularly
when it comes to regulating the polit-
ical intelligence industry.

Political intelligence is the latest
scheme to profit from the Halls of Con-
gress. The industry profits to the tune
of $400 million annually, and that’s all
we know. That grew considerably this
week from the information that we had
previously. We don’t even know where
it is, but this is at least almost half a
billion dollars a year. They glean valu-
able information and they sell that in-
formation to high-paying Wall Street
clients.

None of my constituents are able to
do anything like that. They have no
prior information, and they expect
their Congress to be more decent and
with more integrity than to be doing
that.

But like the lobbyists before them,
political intelligence operatives use a
proximity to power to serve high-pay-
ing clients. Unlike the lobbyists, they
are nameless. Under the current law,
they’re not required to identify them-
selves as they go about their work.
They’re completely unregulated.

America knows all too well what
happens when Congress and K Street
meet in the dark. From Jack Abramoff
to Tom DeLay, corruption can spread
through the highest reaches of Con-
gress without the proper controls, and
we know it. But with the STOCK Act,
we have a chance to be proactive and
simply require—no big whoop—the
operatives to register as a lobbyist so
we know who they are.

This is not a radical idea, but over
the last week the outcry from K Street
has been deafening. Soon after they
rang the alarm, the House Republican
leadership locked themselves behind
closed doors where they reworked my
original legislation and removed the
language that regulated the political
intelligence community. We’re now set
to consider a bill that commissions a
study on political intelligence, hardly
the type of action that will restore
America’s faith in this institution.

Did House Republican leadership re-
turn to their Abramoff-era ways and
put the needs of K Street before Main
Street? We will never know, because we
don’t know who they are and what
they’re doing, but we know that
they’re doing something.

What we do know is that the regula-
tion of the political intelligence com-
munity was supported by 285 Members
of Congress who were cosponsors of our
original bill, including 99 Republicans,
to whom we are extremely grateful,
and a bipartisan supermajority in the
Senate. The bill, as you know, passed
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over there 96-3. What we do know is
that after emerging from behind the
closed doors, the bill introduced by Mr.
CANTOR does nothing to regulate the
political intelligence community.

The House leadership should have al-
lowed this bill to be finalized in an
open and transparent manner. It’s that
important. America is watching. I have
never seen the editorial support or the
outpouring of support like we have had
on this measure. People want us to be
doing this. It is really beyond my ken
that we are doing this in such a hidden
and weak way. But this has been al-
lowed to come to the floor.

I'm confident that my 285 colleagues
who supported the original STOCK Act
would have passed the tough regula-
tions for the political intelligence com-
munity.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. I would be happy to yield
an additional minute to the gentlelady
from New York.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Instead, the majority continued their
“my way or the highway’ approach
and shut out their colleagues and made
partisan changes to a bipartisan bill.
As a result, a bipartisan coalition in
the House is left with one option: to re-
introduce our political intelligence
regulations by defeating the previous
question. Putting Main Street before K
Street starts here.

I urge my colleagues to defeat the
previous question, reinsert language to
regulate a growing K Street industry,
and make the STOCK Act as strong as
it was when I introduced it 6 years ago.
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Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to say that I appreciate the gen-
tlelady’s work. I know that her effort
on the STOCK Act comes from the
heart. I disagree with a lot of the un-
derlying crafting of that bill, but I
know that the effort is to solve a very
real problem and to solve it in a very
genuine way, and I am grateful to her
for that.

At this time, Madam Speaker, I
would like to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida, Sheriff NUGENT, one of my
freshman colleagues, who also comes to
this issue with a pure heart and who
has an alternative proposal here in the
House to prevent insider trading, of
which I am a strong supporter. He is
also my colleague and seatmate in the
Rules Committee.

Mr. NUGENT. I want to thank my
very good friend from the great State
of Georgia (Mr. WOODALL) for the time.
As he mentioned, we both sit on the
Rules Committee.

Madam Speaker, today I rise in sup-
port of H. Res. 540, and the issue we are
talking about is whether or not the
American people can trust us.

Today, Congress has a job approval
rating of—what?—10, 11, 12 percent.
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The American people are pretty sick of
us, and I don’t blame them. Ms.
SLAUGHTER has been working on the
STOCK Act bill for over 6 years, which
is commendable. Yet it’s unfortunate
that it never came to the Democratic
Congress when it had control. That’s
very unfortunate that she was never
able to move it forward. If anything, as
we move forward here, I am amazed
that 13 percent of folks actually ap-
prove of the work we’re doing. I can’t
believe there is even 1 percent.

It was only about a year ago that I
was one of those people who was dis-
appointed in this body, but my parents
always taught me that, if you’re not
part of the solution, then you’re part of
the problem. So, sure enough, I ran for
Congress, and the people of Florida’s
Fifth Congressional District put their
trust in me to represent them.

One thing I promised the folks back
home is that I was never going to use
my service in the House of Representa-
tives to enrich myself, which is why I
turned down the congressional health
benefits. That’s why I introduced my
bill, H.R. 981, the Congress is Not a Ca-
reer Act, so that I could turn down the
congressional pension that I am legally
required to take. That’s why I think
that trading on any kind of insider
knowledge received through the virtue
of working in this office is flat out,
downright wrong. Anybody who uses
his office to get rich and game the mar-
kets should go to jail. It’s that simple.
I've put people in jail for doing things
that were illegal.

Madam Speaker, sometimes I wonder
if folks right here in this very Chamber
forget about what we’re talking about.
We’re talking about the United States
Congress. We’re talking about the in-
stitution that makes up the first
branch of government. We’re talking
about the people’s branch. We’re talk-
ing about the institution where men
like Madison, Monroe, John Quincy
Adams, JFK, and George H.W. Bush all
served at one point or another in their
careers.

This is an institution that ought to
be held to the highest standards, an in-
stitution that I, at least, expect more
from, and we’re failing—we’re failing
our constituents; we’re failing our-
selves; and we’re just outright failing.

What we need to do now is take delib-
erate steps towards making things bet-
ter. We need to prove to the American
people that we hear them and that
they’re right and that we’re going to do
better. One major step in the right di-
rection would be in showing our com-
mitment to ethics reform and in ensur-
ing that we aren’t using Congress as a
way to line our own pockets.

As the Tampa Bay Times wrote in an
editorial just this morning, the United
States Congress needs to ‘‘finally ad-
dress the exploitation of public office
for individual financial gain.” H. Res.
540 lets us bring that discussion to the
floor of the House of Representatives,
which is where it belongs.

I’ve gotten up here, Madam Speaker,
and have spent a lot of time talking
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about honesty and of doing better, so
here is my opportunity to be honest
with everyone here and with everybody
watching us at home.

If it were up to me, we wouldn’t be
voting on this bill that we’ll be voting
on tomorrow. As I see it, the STOCK
Act we’ll be voting on tomorrow has
some problems. Transparency and
openness mean that we’ll be able to
look at all of these problems and really
think about if the benefits outweigh
the costs. It means that we will be able
to have a full and knowledgeable dis-
cussion about the STOCK Act on the
floor of this House tomorrow.

But I've got to tell you that the proc-
ess that got us to where we are today
and where we’re going tomorrow is just
wrong. Thirty-eight pages isn’t a long
bill in congressional speak, but it’s 38
pages that never went through the nor-
mal legislative process, and it’s 38
pages that we didn’t get an opportunity
to amend. Since I'm being honest,
there are better alternatives out there
than the STOCK Act, which is what
we’re going to be voting on tomorrow.

One of those options is my bill, H.R.
3639, the Prevent Insider Trading by
Elected Officials Act. My bill is only
1% pages long. It’s quick; it’s easy and
to the point, and all elected officials
both in the legislative branch and in
the executive branch are required to
put their stocks, bonds, securities—
whatever you have—into a blind trust.
It’s just that simple. If you don’t know
what you have, you can’t trade it based
on insider knowledge. That’s what a
blind trust is all about. My bill is 1%
pages, and there is no room for loop-
holes. Legislation up here is written by
attorneys that sometimes only attor-
neys can understand, and there are
loopholes in all of this.

If T had my way, the discussion we’d
be having on the floor tomorrow
wouldn’t be about honest services pro-
visions, IPO sales, or registering
searchable mortgages and disclosures
and whatnot online, but that’s not my
call. So we’re here today, and at least
we’ve gotten this far. I wish we were
doing more.

This is the United States Congress
we’re talking about. When I was grow-
ing up, it was supposed to mean some-
thing, and I'm hoping it still does. If it
does, then we need to be holding our-
selves to the highest of standards. The
American people ought to know that
they can have faith in the people who
are serving them here in Washington.

Do I think this is the very best step?
No, I do not. Do I think it’s better than
the bill the United States Senate sent
to us through that rushed process—a
bill that has conflicting provisions and
at its core doesn’t, in fact, address the
problem that the American people
want fixed? No doubt about it.

I wish the Senate hadn’t rushed the
STOCK Act. I suspect HARRY REID just
really needed a shiny object he could
wave and point to, hoping he could dis-
tract the American people long enough
to forget that it has been over 1,000
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days since the United States Senate
passed a budget. He has already prom-
ised that they wouldn’t even have one
for this next year. If not for the rush,
then we probably wouldn’t be forced
into acting on this at such breakneck
speed.

Do I think that this is a discussion
we must have and need to have? Abso-
lutely. That’s why I’'m going to support
this rule.

I'm being honest. I wish we’d done it
differently, but we’re here to work the
will of the people, and that’s the most
important thing right now.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, I have to say, after
hearing my colleague from Florida, I'm
a little bit confused about where he
stands.

Certainly, his arguments were many
of the same arguments that I and oth-
ers have been making. In fact, Ranking
Member SLAUGHTER proposed in com-
mittee yesterday to strike suspensions
authority specifically so the gentleman
from Florida could offer his bill as an
amendment to the bill and so we could
have a discussion about this blind trust
issue. I think that would have been a
better way to have brought it to the
floor.

Yet the gentleman from Florida
voted ‘‘no”’ yesterday to the provision
that he is effectively trying to argue
for on the floor today. He concluded his
remarks by confirming that he plans to
vote for a rule that fundamentally
doesn’t allow him to do what he thinks
needs to be done to restore ethics and
integrity to this body.

So I think that that is an example of
the type of contradictions that we’re
hearing, but I would urge the gen-
tleman to be convinced by his own ar-
guments so that he might join me in
opposing the previous question and in
opposing the rule.

Madam Speaker, it is my honor to
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota, an original sponsor of
the STOCK Act, Mr. WALZ.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentleman from Colorado for yielding.

As the American people watch us
here, the previous gentleman from
Florida was right in that the frustra-
tion levels are as high as they’ve been
with this sacred institution, with this
idea of self-governance. It would be a
lot easier if we didn’t have to go
through all of this.

I hear some of my constituents some-
times say, We need to get rid of some
of you Members of Congress. There are
too many of you.

I say, Why think small? Get rid of all
of us and name a king. Then we don’t
have to do a dang thing, do we? They
can think for us.
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The idea is coming here together to
self-govern ourselves. And the gen-
tleman and all the speakers were right:
It’s about the integrity of this institu-
tion. It will be here, and it will stand
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when we are long gone and forgotten.
Our children will inherit this place and
the things that happen here. The integ-
rity of this institution stands above all
else. That’s why when I walked
through this door, coming out of a
classroom in Mankato, Minnesota,
after a career in the military and in
teaching, I was approached by LOUISE
SLAUGHTER who said, You were sent
here to do things differently. It’s about
making this place work, and I've got a
bill for you. And for 5 years, LOUISE
and I and seven others have tried to
make this case. So I am pleased today
that it’s here.

It’s not perfect. As one of our former
colleagues, Dave Obey, used to say, Of
course it’s not perfect. You’ll get per-
fect in heaven. And this place is a lot
closer than hell, so let’s take a com-
promise. Let’s get something done for
the American public that restores their
trust, and then lets move on to debate
the important issues of employment, of
caring for our veterans, of educating
our children, of securing our Nation.

LOUISE SLAUGHTER has been there
every step of the way. This was not a
twelfth-hour comeback to the right-
eousness thing. LOUISE has lived this
way. When she says this issue of polit-
ical intelligence and gathering here is
undermining our markets and our
trust, she knows something about it.

We’re going to make a compromise.
We’re going to move a piece of legisla-
tion forward that is a step on a jour-
ney, not a destination. It is a quest to-
wards a more perfect union. This is one
small step.

This is the only place in the world
where doing something right lets us
pat ourselves on the back. This is what
Americans do every day. We need to as-
sure them we’re there.

But this offering of adding this piece
is all part of the bigger puzzle. I am in
full support. I am proud to serve with
the gentlelady from New York. She has
been a champion. And it’s not about
our political differences.

I thank all the Members here who
spoke eloquently about restoring faith
in this. The public wants us to come
here and debate differences for the di-
rection of our country. They don’t
want us to tear each other down, and
they don’t want us to game the system.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I thank my friend for his kind com-
ments. I know that Mr. WALZ and Ms.
SLAUGHTER have been working for
years and years on this proposal. And
again, I have some issues with this pro-
posal. I do believe that there are some
better options out there. But I must
speak up on behalf of the leadership in
this House.

For Congress after Congress after
Congress, Ms. SLAUGHTER labored to
bring this bill to the floor, labored to
bring this bill to the floor to no avail,
to no avail, through 4 years of demo-
cratically controlled Congresses—folks
who have the deepest respect and admi-
ration for the gentlelady and her legis-
lation—failed to bring this legislation
to the floor. And the rule we have here

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

today does. It does. It’s not the only
way to bring this legislation to the
floor. It’s not even a requirement that
the legislation come to the floor in this
way. But what this rule does is it pro-
vides the first opportunity that this
Congress has had to vote on the STOCK
Act. Madam Speaker, that’s not a topic
for the gnashing of teeth. That’s a
topic for the clapping of hands.

If you believe in this bill, if you be-
lieve, as Mr. WALz said, that this may
not be the end-all/be-all, but it’s a step
in that direction, if we can move a lit-
tle today and a little tomorrow and a
little beyond that to ultimately get to
where we need to be, this is a step in
the right direction.

As a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, Madam Speaker, it just hap-
pens to be my privilege that that op-
portunity was attached to the bottom
of a budget rule because the truth is,
the reason we are here today is not to
talk about the STOCK Act and not to
talk about ethics reform but to talk
about budget process reform, budget
process reform that was reported out of
the Budget Committee in a bipartisan
way, budget process reform that was
sponsored by both the Republican
chairman of the Budget Committee and
the Democratic ranking member of the
Budget Committee—budget process re-
form that makes sure that every little
piece of the United States budget,
every topic in an appropriations bill,
doesn’t just get examined in com-
mittee, doesn’t just get examined on
the House floor, doesn’t just get exam-
ined at the White House, but gets ex-
amined one more time for those things
that just don’t pass the smell test, by
coming back to this body for an up-or-
down vote on that rescission.

I would inquire of my friend from
Colorado if he has any speakers re-
maining?

Mr. POLIS. Yes, I do. I have one fur-

ther request for time.

Mr. WOODALL. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. POLIS. It’s my honor to yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I'm al-

ways in awe at the gentleman from the
Rules Committee who has just spoken
so eloquently about consensus and
coming together. I've seen him in ac-
tion in the Rules Committee. And cer-
tainly we thank the members of the
Rules Committee for their service. We
know that his history brings him here
after being a staffer, so he knows this
institution. He knows where all the
bathrooms are. He knows about how
much good we can do. I’'m grateful for
him acknowledging our friends, Con-
gresswoman SLAUGHTER and Mr. WALZ,
who have been working and, of course,
who wanted to have their bill come for-
ward in a way that would be trans-
parent and to have the opportunity for
all facets of this bill to be understood.
So I thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. PoLis) for his leadership. So
it begs the question of how we have the
cloak-and-dagger midnight legislation
trick that really is not befitting of this
carefully drawn initiative.
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Let me share with my colleagues why
I am so concerned about good work
that should be presented as good work.
At this moment, we are trying to make
sure that no one has insider trading.
And if we had a sledgehammer here, we
would go around and make sure to
stamp it out. But we are doing it
through legislation, and you can’t do it
by legislation and half-fix it. We can’t
misrepresent to our colleagues and the
American people.

Right now, the language that was in
Ms. SLAUGHTER’s bill dealing with po-
litical intelligence firms that have
grown dramatically over the last few
decades and are now a $100 million in-
dustry and are sharing moneys and re-
sources and information, intel, with
Wall Street every single day, and in-
vestors who are unfairly profiting at
the benefit or the loss of the American
people——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. I yield a total of 1 addi-
tional minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank
the gentleman.

Some single mother, some hard-
working parents are being taken ad-
vantage of because they—our friends
on the other side—have taken language
out that would deal with the transfer-
ring of political intelligence by polit-
ical insiders.

We need to be able to vote ‘‘no’ on
the previous question to allow this lan-
guage to come up. And it’s a closed
rule, and it’s by suspension. For those
of you who know that, nobody gets a
chance to do anything. It’s a super ma-
jority. Then to add insult to injury,
they’ve got an expedited veto bill in
here that would take away the powers
of the three branches of government,
slam the Congress that should be here
doing its work—that’s what you asked
us to come here to do—and allow this
expedited veto to go forward and to un-
dermine the give-and-take of the three
branches of government, which is what
the Constitution asks us to do.

I would ask us to vote ‘“‘no”” on turn-
ing the lights out and using dagger pol-
itics to keep the American people from
knowing what is going on. I ask for a
“no’’ on this vote.

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I
would inquire of my friend if he has
any further requests for time.

Mr. POLIS. I am prepared to close.

Mr. WOODALL. I’'m prepared to close
as well.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado has 3% minutes
remaining.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself the remainder of my time.

The Expedited Line-Item Veto and
Rescissions Act is a fiscally sound way
for both Congress and the President to
reduce wasteful government spending
and ensure that American taxpayer
dollars are spent wisely. This legisla-
tion will help in a small way to address
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our budget crisis. Again, I want to be
clear that the Expedited Line-Item
Veto and Rescissions Act does not
solve our deficit, does not restore fiscal
discipline and fiscal integrity to our
country, but is a step in the right di-
rection that will produce savings that
will all be applied to deficit reduction
under this bill.
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The bill is a balanced measure, and I
know that there is some support and
opposition from both sides of the aisle.
I encourage my colleagues to seriously
consider supporting this small, but im-
portant, step forward.

The country’s budget situation is
dire. The supercommittee’s failure and
the threat of sequestration underscores
the need to address our fiscal policies
head on. The worst possible outcome is
that we pat ourselves on the back and
say ‘‘job well done’” while this country
faces record deficits of trillions of dol-
lars over the next 10 years.

We need a big and balanced budget
compromise to reduce our Nation’s
debt. Passing the bipartisan Expedited
Line-Item Veto and Rescissions Act
will be a small step and keep us on
track to help restore fiscal integrity to
our country; but we need to remind
ourselves that it is only a small first
step toward addressing our budget
problem.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to extend the unemployment
insurance and middle class tax cuts to
reach a big, bold, and balanced solution
to our Federal budget situation along
the lines of the President’s commis-
sion.

I ask unanimous consent to insert
the text of the amendment in the
RECORD along with extraneous mate-
rial immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. I urge my colleagues to
vote “‘no”” and defeat the previous ques-
tion. I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on the rule,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

It really is a source of pride for me as
a Budget Committee member to be a
part of this. This is an effort, much
like the STOCK Act, that did not begin
in this Congress. The Expedited Line-
Item Veto is an effort that has been
going on for almost two decades here in
this body. And previous attempts,
Madam Speaker, I would argue, were in
fact an unconstitutional delegation of
our responsibility here in the House to
legislate delegating that responsibility
to the President.

This underlying bill, however, looks
less like a line-item veto and more like
an expedited rescission, rescission au-
thority that the President already has
today, but ensures that when that re-
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scission is presented, it actually gets a
vote here on the House floor.

If these were wonderful economic
times, Madam Speaker, I don’t know if
I would be as enthusiastic about this
legislation, but these are dire economic
times. Our budget challenges here have
grown exponentially in my life time.
And I think we must pull out every sin-
gle stop that we can to make the situa-
tion better. Whether a little or whether
a lot, every single opportunity we must
seize. And this is one of those. I so ap-
preciate, again, the work of Chairman
RYAN and Ranking Member VAN HOL-
LEN in bringing this forward.

But I would be remiss, Madam Speak-
er, if given all of the talk about the
STOCK Act today, I didn’t speak up
just a little on behalf of my colleagues.
I have served now 13 months as a Mem-
ber of Congress. I see good and decent,
hardworking men and women trying to
do the very best that they can for their
Nation. I see men and women from dif-
ferent parts of the country whose con-
stituencies have different hopes and
dreams, and those Members coming
here to advocate for those hopes and
dreams as best as they can. And I see a
population back home that has lost all
faith in those good men and women
here in this body. And I wonder what
we do here in this body to perpetuate
that stereotype.

You know, the STOCK Act, Madam
Speaker, has been characterized
colloquially as the prevent-insider-
trading-by-Members-of-Congress as if,
as if Members of Congress are allowed
to participate in insider trading today.
And they are not. Insider trading was
against the law yesterday, it was
against the law a week ago, it was
against the law a year ago, and it will
still be against the law tomorrow. Do
not let your constituents, Madam
Speaker, believe for a minute that you
have a right to insider trade when they
don’t. The laws of the land apply to us
as well, and we owe it to this institu-
tion and we owe it to our constituents
back home to tell them they are not
being represented by a bunch of thieves
and scoundrels, but they are being rep-
resented by their neighbors. Can we do
even more? Must we do even more? We
must.

Thirty-eight pages in the STOCK Act
of new criminal regulations, new sanc-
tions. If you got bribed last week,
you’re going to go to prison for a num-
ber of years. If you get bribed next
week, you’re going to go to prison for
more years. Folks, don’t get bribed. It
was wrong yesterday; it is wrong to-
morrow. It’s not more wrong because
we’re deciding this here today.

We have a responsibility to do the job
we have been entrusted to do, and we
must punish the bad actors in this
body, but we cannot let our constitu-
ents back home believe that this body
cannot be saved. We cannot let our
constituents back home believe that
this body is being operated by folks
who breach the public trust. We do
America a disservice, Madam Speaker,
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when we allow that contention to go
unchallenged.

Are there bad apples here in this Con-
gress? I don’t know if they are here
today. I know they have been here in
years past. And we’ve sent those folks
to prison. There are bad apples in my
church; we’ve sent those folks to pris-
on, too.

This body is only as good as the
American voter back home. And I tell
you, Madam Speaker, if your district is
like my district, the American voter
back home is spectacular. The Amer-
ican voter back home is a man or
woman of integrity. The American
voter back home is a person with hopes
and dreams for a better America to-
morrow than we have today. We can
deliver that on their behalf. We are the
voice of those hopes and dreams in this
body.

The Kkind of bipartisan work that
we’ve done on the Expedited Line-Item
Veto and Rescissions Act, I say that is
exemplary. My colleague who chuckles,
Madam Speaker, has been here longer
than I. He’s been here longer than I. I
don’t Dbelieve he’s beyond saving,
though. I think we can convince him
that it’s not a laughable matter to
work together, that it’s actually some-
thing that folks do. And I'm optimistic
to be the carrier of that message today
and tomorrow.

With that, let me again urge strong
support for the rule. The rule both al-
lows the Expedited Line-Item Veto bill
to come to the floor, as well as pro-
vides an opportunity for the very first
time a vote on the STOCK Act here in
this body. I rise in strong support of
that rule and in strong support of the
underlying provision.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLIS is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 540 OFFERED BY

MR. POLIS OF COLORADO

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of a bill consisting of the text specified
in section 5, which will bear the title ‘“‘to
provide for disclosure of political intel-
ligence activities under the Lobbying Disclo-
sure Act”. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided between
the chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Judiciary. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
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shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of the bill speci-
fied in section 3 of this resolution.

SEC. 5. The text referred to in section 3 is
as follows:

SEC. 1. DISCLOSURE OF POLITICAL INTEL-
LIGENCE ACTIVITIES UNDER LOB-
BYING DISCLOSURE ACT.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of the Lobbying
Disclosure Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1602) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying activities”
each place that term appears the following:
‘“‘or political intelligence activities’’; and

(B) by inserting after ‘‘lobbyists’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or political intelligence consult-
ants’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

(17) POLITICAL INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES.—
The term ‘political intelligence activities’
means political intelligence contacts and ef-
forts in support of such contacts, including
preparation and planning activities, re-
search, and other background work that is
intended, at the time it is performed, for use
in contacts, and coordination with such con-
tacts and efforts of others.

(18) POLITICAL INTELLIGENCE CONTACT.—

‘‘(A) DEFINITION.—The term ‘political intel-
ligence contact’ means any oral or written
communication (including an electronic
communication) to or from a covered execu-
tive branch official or a covered legislative
branch official, the information derived from
which is intended for use in analyzing securi-
ties or commodities markets, or in inform-
ing investment decisions, and which is made
on behalf of a client with regard to—

‘(i) the formulation, modification, or
adoption of Federal legislation (including
legislative proposals);

‘(ii) the formulation, modification, or
adoption of a Federal rule, regulation, Exec-
utive order, or any other program, policy, or
position of the United States Government; or

‘“(iii) the administration or execution of a
Federal program or policy (including the ne-
gotiation, award, or administration of a Fed-
eral contract, grant, loan, permit, or Ili-
cense).

‘(B) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘political intel-
ligence contact’ does not include a commu-
nication that is made by or to a representa-
tive of the media if the purpose of the com-
munication is gathering and disseminating
news and information to the public.

“(19) POLITICAL INTELLIGENCE FIRM.—The
term ‘political intelligence firm’ means a
person or entity that has 1 or more employ-
ees who are political intelligence consult-
ants to a client other than that person or en-
tity.

¢(20) POLITICAL INTELLIGENCE CONSULT-
ANT.—The term ‘political intelligence con-
sultant’ means any individual who is em-
ployed or retained by a client for financial or
other compensation for services that include
one or more political intelligence contacts.”.

(b) REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT.—Section 4
of the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (2
U.S.C. 1603) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by inserting after ‘‘whichever is ear-
lier,” the following: ‘‘or a political intel-
ligence consultant first makes a political in-
telligence contact,”; and

(ii) by inserting after ‘‘such lobbyist’’ each
place that term appears the following: ‘‘or
consultant’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting after
“‘lobbyists’ each place that term appears the
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following: ‘‘or political intelligence consult-
ants’’; and

(C) in paragraph (3)(A)—

(i) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying activities”
each place that term appears the following:
‘‘and political intelligence activities’’; and

(ii) in clause (i), by inserting after ‘‘lob-
bying firm” the following: ‘‘or political in-
telligence firm”’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (3), by inserting after
‘“‘lobbying activities’ each place that term
appears the following: ‘‘or political intel-
ligence activities”’;

(B) in paragraph (4)—

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by inserting after ‘‘lobbying activities”
the following: ‘“‘or political intelligence ac-
tivities’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting after
“‘lobbying activity’ the following: ‘‘or polit-
ical intelligence activity’’;

(C) in paragraph (5), by inserting after
‘“lobbying activities’” each place that term
appears the following: ‘‘or political intel-
ligence activities’’;

(D) in paragraph (6), by inserting after
‘‘lobbyist’ each place that term appears the
following: ‘‘or political intelligence consult-
ant’’; and

(E) in the matter following paragraph (6),
by inserting ‘‘or political intelligence activi-
ties” after ‘‘such lobbying activities’’;

(3) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting after
‘‘lobbying contacts’ the following: ‘‘or polit-
ical intelligence contacts’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying contact’’
the following: ‘‘or political intelligence con-
tact’’; and

(ii) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying contacts”
the following: ‘‘and political intelligence
contacts’’; and

(4) in subsection (d), by inserting after
‘“‘lobbying activities’’ each place that term
appears the following: ‘‘or political intel-
ligence activities”’.

(c) REPORTS BY REGISTERED POLITICAL IN-
TELLIGENCE CONSULTANTS.—Section 5 of the
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C.
1604) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting after
‘‘lobbying activities’’ the following: ‘‘and po-
litical intelligence activities’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by inserting after ‘‘lobbying activities”
the following: ‘“‘or political intelligence ac-
tivities”’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A)—

(I) by inserting after ‘‘lobbyist’” the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or political intelligence consult-
ant’; and

(IT) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying activities”
the following: ‘‘or political intelligence ac-
tivities’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by inserting after
“‘lobbyists’” the following: ‘‘and political in-
telligence consultants’; and

(iv) in subparagraph (C), by inserting after
‘‘lobbyists’ the following: ‘‘or political intel-
ligence consultants’’;

(B) in paragraph (3)—

(i) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying firm’ the
following: ‘‘or political intelligence firm’’;
and

(ii) by inserting after ‘‘lobbying activities”
each place that term appears the following:
‘‘or political intelligence activities’’; and

(C) in paragraph (4), by inserting after
‘“‘lobbying activities’’ each place that term
appears the following: ‘‘or political intel-
ligence activities’’; and

(3) in subsection (d)(1), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or a
political intelligence consultant’” after ‘‘a
lobbyist’.
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(d) DISCLOSURE AND ENFORCEMENT.—Sec-
tion 6(a) of the Lobbying Disclosure Act of
1995 (2 U.S.C. 1605) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)(A), by inserting after
“lobbying firms’’ the following: ‘¢, political
intelligence consultants, political intel-
ligence firms,’’;

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘or lob-
bying firm’ and inserting ‘‘lobbying firm,
political intelligence consultant, or political
intelligence firm’’; and

(3) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or lob-
bying firm’” and inserting ‘‘lobbying firm,
political intelligence consultant, or political
intelligence firm”’.

(e) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Section 8(b)
of the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (2
U.S.C. 1607(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘or
lobbying contacts’ and inserting ‘‘lobbying
contacts, political intelligence activities, or
political intelligence contacts”.

(f) IDENTIFICATION OF CLIENTS AND COVERED
OFFICIALS.—Section 14 of the Lobbying Dis-
closure Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1609) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘or Polit-
ical Intelligence’ after ‘‘Lobbying’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or political intelligence
contact’ after ‘‘lobbying contact’’ each place
that term appears; and

(C) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or polit-
ical intelligence activity, as the case may
be’’ after ‘‘lobbying activity’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘or Polit-
ical Intelligence” after ‘“‘Liobbying’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or political intelligence
contact’ after ‘‘lobbying contact’ each place
that term appears; and

(C) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or polit-
ical intelligence activity, as the case may
be’’ after ‘‘lobbying activity’’; and

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘or polit-
ical intelligence contact’” after ‘‘lobbying
contact”.

(g) ANNUAL AUDITS AND REPORTS BY COMP-
TROLLER GENERAL.—Section 26 of the Lob-
bying Disclosure Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1614) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘political intelligence
firms, political intelligence consultants,”
after ‘‘lobbying firms”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘lobbying registrations’
and inserting ‘‘registrations’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1 )(A), by inserting
‘“political intelligence firms, political intel-
ligence consultants,”” after ‘‘lobbying firms’’;
and

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘or polit-
ical intelligence consultant’” after ‘‘a lob-
byist”.

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall take effect at the end of the
90-day period beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(The information contained herein was
provided by the Republican Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and
111th Congresses.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT
REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House



February 8, 2012

being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . .. [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
‘“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”’” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of adoption.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 240, nays
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184, not voting 9, as follows:

Adams
Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte

Ackerman
Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley

[Roll No. 43]
YEAS—240

Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes

NAYS—184

Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield

Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
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Cicilline Holt Pingree (ME)
Clarke (MI) Honda Polis
Clarke (NY) Hoyer Price (NC)
Clay Inslee Quigley
Cleaver Israel Rahall
Clyburn Jackson (IL) Rangel
Cohen Jackson Lee Reyes
Connolly (VA) (TX) Richardson
Conyers Johnson (GA) Richmond
Cooper Johnson, E. B. Rothman (NJ)
Costa Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Costello Keating R

N uppersberger
Courtney Kildee Rush
Critz Kissell
Crowley Kucinich Ryan (OH) .
Cuellar Langevin Sanchez, Linda
Cummings Larsen (WA) T.
Davis (CA) Larson (CT) Sanchez, Loretta
Davis (IL) Lee (CA) Sarbanes
DeFazio Levin Schgkowsky
DeGette Lewis (GA) Schiff
DeLauro Lipinski Schrader
Deutch Loebsack Schwartz
Dicks Lofgren, Zoe Scott (VA)
Dingell Lowey Scott, David
Doggett Lujan Serrano
Donnelly (IN) Lynch Sewell
Doyle Maloney Sherman
Edwards Markey Sires
Ellison Matsui Slaughter
Engel McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA)
Eshoo McCollum Speier
Farr McDermott Stark
Filner McGovern Sutton
Frank (MA) McIntyre Thompson (CA)
Fudge ) McNerney Thompson (MS)
Garamendi Meeks Tierney
Gonzalez Michaud Tonko
Green, Al Miller (NC) Towns
Green, Gene Miller, George
Grijalva Moore Tsongas
Gutierrez Moran Van’ Hollen
Hahn Murphy (CT) Vglazquez
Hanabusa Nadler Visclosky
Hartzler Napolitano Walz (MN)
Hastings (FL) Neal Wasserman
Heinrich Olver Schultz
Higgins Owens Waters
Himes Pallone Watt
Hinchey Pascrell Waxman
Hinojosa Pastor (AZ) Welch
Hirono Pelosi Wilson (FL)
Hochul Perlmutter Woolsey
Holden Peters Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—9
AKkin Cassidy Payne
Alexander Fattah Pearce
Blumenauer Paul Roby
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Messrs. HOYER, LANGEVIN, BOS-

WELL, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. KUCI-
NICH changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
“na,y.”

Mr. GRIMM changed his vote from
“nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays
175, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 44]

The

YEAS—238
Adams Bachmann Benishek
Aderholt Bachus Berg
Alexander Barletta Biggert
Amash Bartlett Bilbray
Amodei Barton (TX) Bilirakis
Austria Bass (NH) Bishop (UT)
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Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall

Ackerman
Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Hochul
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce

NAYS—175

Castor (FL)
Chandler
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
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Pence
Perlmutter
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Quigley
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa

Hastings (FL) McCarthy (NY) Schakowsky
Heinrich McCollum Schiff
Higgins McDermott Schrader
Himes McGovern Schwartz
Hinchey McNerney Scott (VA)
H}nOJosa Meeks Scott, David
Hirono Michaud Serrano
Holden Miller (NC) Sherman
Holt Moore Shuler
Honda Moran Sires
Hoyer Murphy (CT)
Inslee Nadler Sla}lghter
Israel Napolitano Smith (WA)
Jackson (IL) Neal Speier
Jackson Lee Olver Stark

(TX) Owens Sutton
Johnson (GA) Pallone Thompson (CA)
Johnson, E. B. Pascrell Thompson (MS)
Kaptur Pastor (AZ) Tierney
Keating Pelosi Tonko
Kildee Peters Towns
Kucinich Peterson Tsongas
Langevin Pingree (ME) Van Hollen
Larsen (WA) Price (NC) Velazquez
Larson (CT) Rahall Visclosky
Levin Reves. Wala M)
Lewis (GA) Richardson g

i . X chultz
Lipinski Richmond Waters
Loebsack Rothman (NJ)
Lofgren, Zoe Roybal-Allard Watt
Lowey Rush Waxman
Lujan Ryan (OH) Welch
Lynch Sanchez, Linda ~ Wilson (FL)
Maloney T. Woolsey
Markey Sanchez, Loretta Yarmuth
Matsui Sarbanes Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—20
Akin Herrera Beutler Payne
Blumenauer Meehan Polis
Butterfield Mica, Roby
Cassidy Miller (MI) Ruppersberger
Chu Miller, George Sewell
Cole Nunes Stutzman
Franks (AZ) Paul
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. COLE. Madam Speaker, on rolicall 44,
the question of agreeing to the resolution (H.
Res. 540) which provides for the consideration
of H.R. 3521, the Expedited Legislative Line-
ltem Veto and Rescissions Act, had | been
present | would have voted “yes.”

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam Speaker,
on rollcall No. 44, | was unavoidably detained.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

Stated against:

Ms. SEWELL. Madam Speaker, on rollcall
No. 44, had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

Ms. CHU. Madam Speaker, on rolicall No.
44, had | been present, | would have voted

Stated for:

Mrs. ROBY. Madam Speaker, on rollcall No.
43, 44, | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yes,” on
both.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 3521, the Expe-
dited Legislative Line-Item Veto and
Rescissions Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 540 and rule
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3521.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3521) to
amend the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 to
provide for a legislative line-item veto
to expedite consideration of rescis-
sions, and for other purposes, with Mr.
DENHAM in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

General debate shall not exceed 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Budget,
and the gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
SIMPSON).

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN), the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN), and the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes.

I want to begin by thanking my
friend, CHRIS VAN HOLLEN, the ranking
member of the Budget Committee. This
is a collaborative effort. This is a bi-
partisan effort. It’s not that often that
we have a chance to do this. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to first thank the gen-
tleman from Maryland for this collabo-
rative effort. We believe whenever we
can find the opportunity to reach
across the aisle and work in a bipar-
tisan fashion to go after wasteful
spending we should do that, and that’s
what this effort is all about.

I also want to thank the staffers who
put a lot of work in this: Paul
Restuccia, Nicole Foltz, and Jon
Romito on the majority side. I want to
thank Tom Kahn, Gail Millar, and
Ellen Balis, for their hard work on the
minority side; Chairman DREIER at the
Rules Committee; Congressman HEN-
SARLING, who has been one of the fore-
fathers of this effort.

What this does is it is the expedited
line-item veto and enhanced rescis-
sions. This bill is constitutional, and I
want to explain to Members why.

The 1996 line-item veto was ruled un-
constitutional because it delegated leg-
islative power to the executive branch.
This does not do that. This is quite the
opposite. This simply says, after an ap-
propriations bill has been passed, with-
in a short period of time, the President
can send up a new rescissions proposal
to the House and the Senate to con-
sider rescinding spending from that
bill, and we have to simply have the
vote. We can’t hide from the vote. We
can’t duck from the vote. We have to
have the vote.

Here’s why we’re doing this, Mr.
Chairman. Lots of bills from both par-
ties over the years have had so many
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miscellaneous provisions stuffed into
them without seeing the light of day,
whether they even pass the House or
Senate or not. The President has to
sign the whole bill or nothing at all.
This gives us the ability to pull those
miscellaneous provisions out, send
them back to Congress and have them
vote on them on their individual mer-
its.

We believe what this will do will
make every Member of Congress think
twice before trying to insert, some-
times we call them airdrops or ear-
marks or pork or whatever you want to
call it. We ought to have Members of
Congress think twice that they might
have to justify this provision on the
spending bill on the merits by a stand-
alone vote by their own peers. We
think that act of sunshine, that act of
transparency, that act of account-
ability will help improve the integrity
of the spending process here in Con-
gress.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self 30 additional seconds to simply say
this bill is bipartisan, it’s constitu-
tional, and it is yet one more tool in
several that we are bringing to the
floor to restore trust, accountability,
and transparency to the way we spend
hardworking taxpayer dollars.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me begin by thanking the chair-
man of the committee, PAUL RYAN, and
our staffs for working together in a co-
operative and bipartisan manner on
what I think is a very important piece
of legislation to bring before the
House.

While we have deep disagreements in
this House over many policy issues, I
know that we all agree that we should
be responsible and careful stewards of
taxpayer dollars. That’s what this bill
before us is all about. It creates new
mechanisms for greater transparency
and greater accountability in spending
taxpayer dollars. I believe that it will,
over time, result in a better use of
those taxpayer dollars, and savings
identified through this process will go
to deficit reduction.

For those of us who believe that gov-
ernment can play a positive role in
people’s lives by creating opportuni-
ties, like investing in education for our
kids, like strengthening our economy
through investments in infrastruc-
ture—our roads, our bridges,
broadband—by making Kkey invest-
ments in scientific research, for those
of us who believe that, it is especially
important that taxpayers have con-
fidence that their tax dollars are being
used wisely. To the extent they don’t
believe that, it makes it more difficult
to invest in the common good. So we
should take every opportunity in this
body to make sure those taxpayer dol-
lars are being well spent.
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Let’s be clear about what this bill
does and what it does not do.

As the chairman indicated, it does
not give the President unilateral line-
item authority. The Supreme Court
ruled in 1996 that the line-item veto
law that was passed by an earlier Con-
gress was unconstitutional because it
handed over that unilateral authority
to the President of the United States. I
think that was the right Court deci-
sion. I also think it was the right pol-
icy decision.

This approach is entirely different.
It’s different because it expressly re-
quires congressional action before any
savings, sometimes called rescissions,
proposed by the President can take
place. It simply requires Congress to
consider and vote on the President’s
proposed savings. Congress, by a major-
ity vote in each House, can support the
President’s recommended savings or
reject those savings. In the end, Con-
gress has the final say.

Now, I think everybody here knows
we can do a better job in this Congress
of scrutinizing spending bills. This bill
provides a strong incentive to do that.
Let’s consider how the process worked
just last December with the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act of 2012.

That bill was over 1,200 pages long
and included over a trillion dollars in
spending. In fact, Mr. Chairman, I've
got that bill right here. It was sub-
mitted to this House at 10:47 p.m. on
December 15, 2011, and was voted on
less than 15 hours later. No one can say
they had an adequate opportunity to
scrutinize that spending bill.

Let me mention a couple facts about
that bill. It included in it nine separate
appropriation bills rolled into one. Of
those nine bills, four had not been re-
viewed or voted on by the full House.
The House had never had a chance to
look at them or vote on them. Two of
them hadn’t even had a vote in the Ap-
propriations Committee. One of those
two, the Labor-H bill, $160 billion in
taxpayer money, not voted on even in
Appropriations Committee. The For-
eign Ops bill, not voted in Appropria-
tions Committee. Only one of those
nine was voted on in the United States
Senate before that last-minute deci-
sion.

I want to make this clear. This is not
a criticism of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. This is a criticism of the proc-
ess that we’ve had in this Congress
whether you have Democratic Houses
in control or Republicans in control.
What this bill does is try and provide a
small fix to that process so that we
have a little more scrutiny.

Under current law, the President can
already propose savings, but under cur-
rent law, the Appropriations Com-
mittee can totally ignore it. All this
does is say let’s take up those rec-
ommended savings in the light of day.
Let’s have an up-or-down vote in the
United States Congress and, you know
what, if we agree the President’s iden-
tified additional savings, that will help
reduce the deficit.
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This is a good bill. It’s a bipartisan
bill, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS), the chairman of
the full Appropriations Committee, an
individual who is trying to do more to
reform the appropriations process by
bringing individual bills to the floor.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this bill.

In article I, section 9, clause 7, the
U.S. Constitution bestows upon Con-
gress what we now call the ‘“‘power of
the purse’’—that the representatives of
the people should distribute taxpayer
dollars as warranted and needed. The
line-item veto would weaken that
power, shifting budgetary authority to
the executive branch and giving the
President a power that our Founding
Fathers did not see fit to give to him.
In fact, a previous effort to provide the
President a line-item veto, as has been
noted, was ruled unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court in 1998.

Two weeks ago, during his State of
the Union address, we heard how the
President would choose to spend our
precious taxpayer dollars. The line-
item veto would strengthen the Presi-
dent’s ability to give preference to his
spending priorities over those of the
Congress and the constituents that you
represent.

Our Founding Fathers had seen first-
hand what an absolute authority could
do when wielding too much influence,
particularly over spending and tax-
ation, and they drafted our Constitu-
tion accordingly, providing for checks
and balances to prevent too much
power from falling into the hands of
one branch of government, the execu-
tive. The Framers would surely shake
their heads at the idea of transferring
this much authority to the executive
branch.

So powerful was this defense of Con-
gress’ role that James Madison in Fed-
eralist Paper No. 58 stated:

The power over the purse may, in fact, be
regarded as the most complete and effectual
weapon with which any constitution can arm
the immediate representatives of the people
for obtaining a redress of every grievance
and for carrying into effect every just and
salutary measure.

Not only does the line-item veto fly
in the face of our Constitution and the
Framers’ protections, but budget ex-
perts also doubt its effectiveness as a
spending reduction tool. Look back to
Congress’ experience with the line-item
veto under President Clinton. He wield-
ed this authority to little effect in sav-
ing taxpayer dollars. In fact, Congress
declared that he ‘“‘misused’” that au-
thority, and overturned nearly half of
his cancellations. So, to summarize the
line-item veto: It is a power likely to
be abused and not likely to save
money.
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In an effort to better this flawed bill,
to at least improve its chances at hav-
ing a tangible effect on government
spending, we offered an amendment in
the Rules Committee that would have
made the bill also apply to tax benefits
and runaway entitlement spending.
However, that amendment was ruled
out of order. The amendment wouldn’t
have made this bill perfect nor would it
have solved the constitutional prob-
lem, but it would have at least in-
creased the potential for achieving ac-
tual budget savings.

Nearly 25 years ago, former CBO Di-
rector Rudolph G. Penner famously
said in reference to our budget: ‘“The
problem isn’t the process. The problem
is the problem.”’

Mr. Chairman, today’s problem isn’t
with whether or not the President can
veto budget line items nor is it even
with annual discretionary spending. On
that front, we’ve saved more than $95
billion over the last 2 years, thanks to
the support of this House.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. The real
problem today lies with exploding and
unsustainable mandatory and entitle-
ment spending, which the Budget Com-
mittee should be addressing forthwith.
Mandatory spending comprises two-
thirds of the Federal budget. We only
deal with a third on discretionary—
most of that military—and it continues
to blow up the Nation’s deficit and debt
at these rapid rates, putting our econ-
omy and the stability of our Nation at
risk.

I urge my colleagues to look beyond
the opportunity for the easy press re-
lease in order to see that the line-item
veto does more harm than good. We
can’t dismiss the fundamental tenets of
the Constitution, and we can’t pretend
that it will have any positive effect on
the Nation’s financial predicament. We
must put an end to these budgetary
smoke screens to find more appropriate
and effective ways to address our budg-
et crisis and focus our efforts on man-
datory entitlement spending, which is
where the real problem is.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I would simply say that 44 State
governments have the line-item veto in
their constitution, but we’re not pro-
posing that here. We’re proposing to
keep the power of the purse with the
legislative branch and not grant that
to the executive branch. This bill does
that.

With that, I yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona, a member of
the Appropriations Committee, Mr.
FLAKE.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation. I appreciate
that it’s a bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion.

I lose no sleep at night over whether
the President of my party or the other
party can take action to send back
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some spending that we have done here
and force Congress to reaffirm it. Had
we had that over time, I think we
would have saved considerable money.
We’ve had the process here that the
chairman of the Budget Committee has
mentioned, the process of earmarking
over the years. Tens of thousands of
earmarks have been proposed by Mem-
bers of this body unchecked. Often-
times we would approve one bill with
6,300 earmarks in it. It would be won-
derful to have somebody able to send
one of those items back and at least
force us to spend additional time on
that item and to say, do we really want
to spend that money or not? It provides
some check on this process. We need
more checks, not fewer.

Like I said, I think that this is con-
stitutional. It doesn’t cede our power
of the purse. It simply reconfirms our
commitment to control spending,
something that we have not had much
control of lately as evidenced by the
massive deficits that we’ve run.

So I rise in support of that legisla-
tion.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida, a member of the Budget
Committee, Ms. CASTOR.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the bi-
partisan Expedited Legislative Line-
Item Veto and Rescissions Act. As a
member of the Budget Committee and
a cosponsor, I would like to thank
Chairman RYAN and Ranking Member
VAN HOLLEN for their work and co-

operation.
I support a line-item veto because
congressional appropriations and

spending oversight is broken. They’re
broken. Almost every year appropria-
tion bills are rolled into one massive
package at the end of the year with lit-
tle opportunity to review, debate, or
amend the provisions. That means
Members have little ability to elimi-
nate a wasteful expenditure or pro-
gram.

This past year was a perfect example.
Despite the expressed desire of Speaker
BOEHNER that we would have open de-
bate and open amendments on every
appropriations bill, that did not hap-
pen. Instead, the bills were rolled into
one huge package in the eleventh hour,
released with, as I think Ranking
Member VAN HOLLEN said, 15 hours to
review, and then Members were asked
to provide an up-or-down vote. We had
little ability or no ability to amend the
bill. That is not how it is supposed to
work.

The Congress must endeavor to effec-
tively exercise its responsibilities and
scrutinize every appropriation and be
able to debate and amend expenditures.
The logrolling of appropriations bills
that has become common practice un-
dermines confidence in Government
and permits wasteful spending to
squeak through.

Under this bipartisan line-item veto
bill, we will establish a new layer of ac-
countability in the budget process. The
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President, whether it is a Republican
or a Democrat, will have a new critical
look at a spending provision, a poten-
tial veto or veto of that provision, but
then it will come back to the Congress,
and then we can debate it and vote on
it in the light of day up or down.

Mr. Chairman, so far this congres-
sional session has been described as a
particularly difficult one, and it was
highlighted by difficult debates of last
year, and then we ended the year with
a big appropriations package we were
asked to vote on at the last minute
with no review practically and no abil-
ity to amend it. So I have to say that
it is refreshing that we can bring a bi-
partisan bill to the floor of the House
that we agree on. Reform with a line-
item veto bill today, hopefully the
STOCK Act tomorrow.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bipartisan line-item veto bill and dem-
onstrate to the American public that
the Congress can work again.
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Mr. SIMPSON. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS), the former chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I very much
appreciate my chairman yielding.

Mr. Chairman, while I am very hesi-
tant to oppose my friend from the
Budget Committee, he has been wrong
in this subject area before. The line-
item veto that the Supreme Court es-
sentially set aside was an illustration
that we are on dangerous ground when
we presume, as the legislative branch,
the people’s House, that we are going
to do something worthwhile but, in the
process, exceed our authority and con-
stitutional responsibility to the admin-
istration, any administration, whether
it be Democrat or Republican.

In the last go-around preceding the
Court setting it aside, the administra-
tion had vetoed a number of items but,
indeed, about 80 percent of them were
sponsored on one side of the aisle
versus the other, essentially
partisanizing that piece of the appro-
priations process. One way or another,
this body has got to get away from
those partisan extremes. In this case,
you are going to have a bureaucrat at
a third level within the administration
deciding, ah-ha, there’s an item there
that we don’t agree with in our bu-
reaucracy, so let’s send it back for very
special attention, taking up the time of
the Congress and essentially under-
mining the work of the Congress.

Our responsibility within our sub-
committees on the Appropriations
Committee and in the full House is to
legislate. Theirs is to review that
which we direct them to do, not to ei-
ther set aside or to veto that work. So
for that reason, I strongly oppose the
proposal by the Budget Committee
chairman.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I would sim-
ply say that the same majority that
produces the appropriations bill can re-
ject any rescission requests by the
President in the same majority.
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With that, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RIBBLE), a member of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. RIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
Chairman RYAN and Ranking Member
VAN HOLLEN for bringing this very im-
portant piece of legislation.

Spending has run rampant in Wash-
ington, and it’s because ‘“‘no” is not a
word that Congress is used to when it
comes to spending. For too long, Mem-
bers have been able to take advantage
of the system and spend taxpayer
money on projects that have proved to
be unnecessary and frivolous. There are
far too many examples of spending ab-
surdity to share today; but the fact is
that needless projects are squandering
away millions of dollars at a time when
our country is facing a record-breaking
$15 trillion debt.

It’s time to start changing the way
Congress budgets and spends taxpayer
money, and the line-item veto is a posi-
tive step. I would contend to you it’s
not that we have too much oversight.
It may be that we have too little over-
sight. By allowing the President to tar-
get unjustified spending and send it
back to Congress for a vote, we’ll in-
crease accountability and make Mem-
bers think twice before they commit
hardworking taxpayer dollars on some
special interest project.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
bipartisan legislation and the sponsor
of my own biennial budgeting bill
which will help fix Washington’s bro-
ken budget process. The time for
change is now because if we don’t
strive to fundamentally fix this prob-
lem—not just some pretend fix—then it
will be our children and grandchildren
who will pay the price. Mr. Chairman,
I urge my friends and colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. WELCH), who has spent a
lot of time focusing on budget issues.

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland.

There are two constitutional prin-
ciples; there is one practical problem;
and there is one democratic ideal. The
most important constitutional prin-
ciple is the power of the purse that
must be retained by Congress. No one
could give a better affirmation of why
that’s important than the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, except
for the author of the Federalist Papers
who the gentleman quoted.

Does this violate Congress’ power of
the purse? It reserves to the Congress
the right to overturn by majority vote
a recommendation by the executive
that focuses on a single item of spend-
ing. Now, that may make life some-
what more difficult for those of us in
Congress. It may make it particularly
more difficult for the appropriators
who have to deal with the incredible
complexities of the large and multi-
faceted Federal budget; but in my view,
it does not in any way violate the con-
stitutional right that this House has
over the power of the purse.
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The second constitutional provision
is the right of the executive to exercise
a veto. And that is part of the checks
and balances where the executive, a
Republican or Democratic President, is
given the power to say ‘‘no.” And then
it imposes on us a burden of coming up
with two-thirds votes in order to over-
come it. A veto is not a practical tool.
If the effect of that veto is a budget
that keeps government going, that
pays for our troops, that pays doctors
who are providing Medicare services,
that everything goes down with the
ship, we’re forcing the President to
make what, in fact, is a radical deci-
sion to tear the whole thing down or to
let some things go.

The practical problem we have is the
budget. And again, Mr. ROGERS is right:
process reform is not going to get us
from where we are to where we need to
be. The problem is the problem. But
this is one budget reform that can’t
help because what it does ultimately
lead to is the application of that great
democratic principle of transparency.
What this means is that if you or I
voted for a budget and the President
highlighted a few items where the
President said, Hey, what’s going on,
we would have to stand up here—you
and I—and vote ‘‘yes’” or ‘‘no,” and
then be able to defend that vote to the
people who elected us.

One of the challenges that I think we
all know we have is that the confidence
that people have in this institution is
very low. So anything we can do—and
transparency is the way to do some-
thing quite effective—we should do.

So this simply means that at the end
of the day, these budget bills that are
complicated, that are big, that few
Members really have an opportunity to
review, when the President reviews
them and identifies a few things that
he wants to send back, we have to say
“‘yes’ or ‘‘no’ in the full light of day.

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlelady from Minnesota (Ms.
McCoLLUM), a member of the Appro-
priations Committee and the Budget
Committee.

Ms. McCOLLUM. I thank the chair-
man.

I respect the bipartisan efforts of my
colleagues on the Budget Committee,
but I oppose passage of H.R. 3521. This
bill grants the executive branch more
power, and it will do little to reduce
our deficit. Make no mistake, this bill
sacrifices congressional authority. If
H.R. 3521 were a serious effort to re-
duce our deficit, it would address the
hundreds of billions of dollars we cur-
rently spend through our Tax Code.

In fiscal year 2010, tax expenditures
constituted a bigger part of our budget
than Social Security, Medicare, Med-
icaid, and national defense. Tax ex-
penditures were twice as large as all
nondiscretionary spending combined.
With the Federal budget on an
unsustainable path, our country’s fis-
cal problems need to be addressed in a
way that is both effective and equi-
table. Scaling back and reforming tax
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expenditures must be an important
part of the effort.

The bipartisan Simpson-Bowles re-
port explained that the spending in the
Tax Code costs over $1 trillion every
year. They call these tax earmarks.
Why? Because they are special tax
breaks granted to special taxpayers.

Tax expenditures are not periodically
reviewed; and unlike the budgets of in-
dividual Federal Government Depart-
ments and agencies, which are set by
Congress and annually reviewed
through the appropriations process,
special interest earmarks in law today
contribute directly to deficit spending.
A report by the Joint Committee on
Taxation says tax expenditures ‘‘may
be considered to be analogous to direct
outlay programs, and the two can be
considered as alternative means of ac-
complishing similar budget policy ob-
jectives.”

Very few Members know what’s hid-
den in our Tax Code because it’s not
subject to annual scrutiny like the
budget. Special interest spending in
our Tax Code does not deserve more
protection in the budget process than
public interest appropriations that sup-
port our local communities, our police
and fire departments, and our schools.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Ms. McCOLLUM. With that, I would
urge colleagues to vote this bill down.
FEBRUARY 8TH, 2012, REMARKS BY BETTY MCCOLLUM—
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| respect the bipartisan efforts of my col-
leagues on the Budget Committee; | oppose
passage of this H.R. 3521. This bill grants the
Executive Branch more power and will do little
to reduce our deficit.

Make no mistake; this bill sacrifices Con-
gressional authority, because we have failed
to do our jobs by taking a balanced approach
to deficit reduction.

If H.R. 3521 was a serious effort to reduce
our deficit, it would address the hundreds of
billions of dollars we currently spend through
our tax code.

In fiscal year 2010, tax expenditures con-
stituted a bigger part of our budget than Social
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, or national de-
fense. Tax expenditures were twice as large
as all non-security discretionary spending
combined.

With the federal budget on an unsustainable
path, our country’s fiscal problems need to be
addressed in a way that is both effective and
equitable. Scaling back and reforming “tax ex-
penditures” must be an important part of that
effort.

The bipartisan Simpson-Bowles report ex-
plained that spending in the tax code cost
over $1 trillion every year. They called these
“tax earmarks.” Why? Because they are spe-
cial tax breaks granted to special taxpayers.

Tax expenditures are not periodically re-
viewed, unlike the budgets of individual federal
government departments and agencies, which
are set by Congress annually through the ap-
propriations process.

A report by the Joint Committee on Taxation
says: “Tax expenditures . . . may be consid-
ered to be analogous to direct outlay pro-
grams, and the two can be considered as al-
ternative means of accomplishing similar
budget policy objectives.”
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Very few Members know what is hidden in
our tax code, because it is not subject to an-
nual scrutiny like the budget.

The hundreds of billions of dollars we spend
on these “tax earmarks” must be addressed if
we are serious about putting our country on a
sustainable fiscal path.

And without the opportunity to include tax
expenditures, which are a larger part of our
budget than Social Security, Medicare, Med-
icaid, or national defense, we will not get our
fiscal house in order. Therefore, | will vote no
on H.R. 3521.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds to sim-
ply say that what we are trying to do
here is add another layer of trans-
parency and accountability. When an
appropriation bill comes to the floor—
at least under this majority—it comes
under an open rule, which means that
any Member can open it up to amend-
ment, and we can have those up-or-
down votes on individual items under
consideration in this bill.
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But what happens after that mo-
ment, after a bill has passed the House,
after a bill has passed the Senate and
then it’s conferenced, a bill comes to
the floor, up or down, take it or leave
it. Lots of things go into those bills in
those moments between House and
Senate passage and final conference re-
port passage.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self an additional 10 seconds to say
that this simply gives us that extra
layer of accountability so that we can
still consider individual items. And all
we have to do if we don’t approve of
them is not pass them. We decide.

With that, I yield 1 minute to the

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO).
Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I

had the honor to be part of the Repub-
lican Congress that produced the first
balanced budget in nearly 30 years.
Part of that effort included providing
the President line-item veto authority.
Unfortunately, the Supreme Court
ruled the line-item veto unconstitu-
tional. After the dot-com and 9/11 re-
cessions, the deficit reemerged. Again,
Republicans were making progress to-
wards eliminating the annual budget
deficit, reducing it down to $161 billion
in 2007. But when the Democrats took
over control of Congress, we now have
a monthly deficit of over $90 billion.

Since 2007, I've voted more than 700
times to cut over $2.6 trillion in spend-
ing, over 150 times in 2011 alone. This
bill represents another effort to rein in
spending and get our fiscal house in
order. It will withstand constitutional
scrutiny, and I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), a former
member of the Budget Committee.

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my colleague from
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Maryland and I thank my colleague
from Wisconsin for their bipartisan ef-
fort today.

I'm pleased to be an original cospon-
sor of the Expedited Legislative Line-
Item Veto and Rescissions Act, and I
urge my colleagues to support it.

I'm listening to the concerns from
our friends on both sides of the aisle,
especially those on the Appropriations
Committee, and I'm not unsympathetic
to the constitutional concerns raised
about what does this do to the balance
of power. I believe our friend from Wis-
consin, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, very ably just explained
how this framework takes cognizance
of those concerns and guarantees that
while we give the President an oppor-
tunity to take another look at the
whole bill and make some excisions, it
also gives us another crack, an up-or-
down on whether we agree or we don’t.
I believe that we as an institution can-
not have it both ways. We can’t say
that we are obsessed with the national
debt, but when a statutory remedy is
at hand to try to address it, we say
“no’” because of an argument about
prerogatives.

The debt is so large and it isn’t, I say
to my friend from Illinois, a matter of
Democrats or Republicans. No hands
are clean when it comes to the national
debt. But we have in front of us one
more tool to add to PAYGO, to add to
the sequestration process, and hope-
fully other debt-relief measures.

Here is a tool right in front of us, a
statutory tool, not a constitutional
amendment, that actually can make an
efficacious difference. I believe we
should do that. I believe it will make a
difference, and I believe that it doesn’t
compromise the balance of power be-
tween the executive and the congres-
sional used the way it’s designed.

So I'm happy to rise in support of
this legislation, and I urge my col-
leagues to think carefully before they
vote about whether we say ‘‘yea’ or
“nay’’ to this tool in a kit bag.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to be an original
cosponsor of the Expedited Rescission Act,
and | urge my colleagues to join us in sup-
porting it.

It is no secret that if left unchecked, our fed-
eral deficit will cause lasting damage to our
economy and to American families. No one
action, and no one party caused the fiscal
challenges we face, but it will take bipartisan
efforts like this bill to put us back on the right
path.

Just as you cannot build a house with just
a saw, there is no one panacea to correct the
debt imbalance. The Expedited Rescission
Act, however, is another tool in our toolbox for
fixing the Nation’s financial problems, and it
builds upon our previous actions.

As my colleagues will recall, we re-instituted
the Statutory Pay As You Go Act in the last
Congress. PAYGO is a simple concept that
some here in Washington often forget—if you
have a nifty idea, you have to find a way to
pay for it first. The original PAYGO was a bi-
partisan bill enacted under a Democratic Con-
gress and a Republican President in 1990. A
Republican Congress and a Democratic Presi-
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dent then adhered to it throughout the 1990s,
culminating in four straight surpluses starting
in FY1998. Unfortunately, PAYGO was al-
lowed to lapse in 2002 until we revived it in
2010.

More recently, we took another critical step
in addressing our financial challenges when
the bipartisan debt ceiling agreement was en-
acted into law last August, cutting $2.1 trillion
of debt over the next decade. Although a num-
ber of my colleagues recently have suggested
we retrench on that agreement, it represents
the largest debt reduction in our Nation’s his-
tory. While more must be done, this was a sig-
nificant step.

Today, Expedited Rescission presents us
with another tool we can use. It gives the
President and then Congress a second
chance to review federal spending proposals
and eliminate unneeded expenditures. Encour-
aging fiscal discipline and creating one more
opportunity to cut unnecessary spending will
help strengthen our Nation’s financial founda-
tion.

The Expedited Rescission Act is a bipar-
tisan effort that will move us closer to reducing
the federal debt and building a stronger and
sustainable fiscal future, and | urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CALVERT), a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee and, more impor-
tantly, the Budget Committee.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Expedited Legisla-
tive Line-Item Veto and Rescissions
Act. While I think today’s debate is
valid and relevant, I have serious con-
cerns about ceding more legislative au-
thority to the executive branch.

While I understand what my col-
leagues on the Budget Committee are
trying to do, I fear we are tilting the
constitutional separation of powers
and giving even more authority to the
executive branch that it will soon re-
semble a monarchy.

Every budget reform exercise we go
through, going back to the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974, seems to strengthen
the executive branch and weaken the
legislative branch.

This process has morphed into a
yearly exercise in which Congress re-
ceives a 10-pound, five-volume, shrink-
wrapped budget that is simply the ex-
ecutive branch’s earmarks. Congress
rarely challenges the bulk of the Presi-
dent’s budget and is left fighting over
the margins—a very small percentage
of the total budget. When we do ques-
tion the President’s budget, we get
push back from the executive branch
agencies on any changes we want to
make. Now we want to let ourselves off
the hook from writing good legislation
and forcing the President to either ac-
cept what Congress passes or veto it.

If the point of this legislation is to
reduce our overall spending by giving
the President this power, then we are
ignoring one of the biggest drivers of
our debt, which is the Tax Code, which
was mentioned earlier. Why leave out
the loopholes and giveaways from Ways
and Means which is permanent spend-
ing via the Tax Code?
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It was mentioned by the chairman
that the appropriations bills are
brought up under an open rule. I won-
der why this bill wasn’t brought up
under an open rule. Again, the point
here is that Congress should be doing
its duty, addressing Tax Code loopholes
and writing thoughtful spending bills,
not simply turning over the hard
choices to the President.

We are inserting the President in the
legislative process. Congress giving up
its authority under the Constitution,
this will not resolve our budget prob-
lem.

I urge my colleagues to preserve the
constitutional right of Congress to ap-
propriate and vote against this bill.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. At this
time, Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
MCcCLINTOCK), a member of the Budget
Committee.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this bill presents us
with a very simple question: Is it just
conceivably possible that the Congress
has, from time to time, passed a spend-
ing bill or two that ought to have had
greater scrutiny?

Now, the answer to that question
may elude certain Members of this
House, but I can assure them it is self-
evident to everybody else. A country
whose finances are as far out of control
as ours suffers from not too many
checks and balances on spending but
from too few.

Now the opponents discuss this bill
as if it were some new and radical idea.
The fact is many States operate with a
genuine line-item veto and have for
generations. For those States, it’s been
a vital tool to control their spending,
and those provisions are far more strin-
gent than what is proposed here.

In conformance with our Constitu-
tion, this bill simply invites the Presi-
dent to call to Congress’ attention
those spending items that he rec-
ommends that we give additional
thought to and puts a 6-week hold on
those funds while we do so. In fact,
from 1801 until 1974, the President had
the recognized authority to impound
excess spending indefinitely, a legiti-
mate executive function first asserted
by President Thomas Jefferson. The
Budget Act of 1974 stripped the Execu-
tive of this vital check on congres-
sional excess. I'd prefer to see us re-
store that fiscal safeguard; or, better
still, amend the Constitution to pro-
vide the President with an actual line-
item veto.

But let’s at least set up a process so
the President can warn us when he be-
lieves that we have appropriated more
money than he needs to execute the
laws that we have passed. This bill is,
frankly, a mouse when we need a lion.
The fact that it has produced shrieks of
horror from some quarters of the House
is an exact measure of the extent and
nature of our problem.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BARROW).
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Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3521, the Expedited Line-Item
Veto and Rescissions Act of 2011. This
bipartisan legislation will cut wasteful
spending and reduce the deficit by rees-
tablishing the principal of a line-item
veto.

It should come as no surprise to any-
one that occasionally an unnecessary
or wasteful expenditure makes its way
into a spending bill. This bill increases
accountability over those expenditures
by giving the President the authority
to identify specific wasteful spending
and make Congress take an up-or-down
vote on its merits.
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This legislation requires that all sav-
ings go directly toward deficit reduc-
tion. This legislation is a commonsense
solution to cut wasteful spending and
reduce our unsustainable deficit. I urge
my colleagues to support this bill. It’s
a step toward getting our economy
back on track and getting people back
to work.

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from OKklahoma (Mr.
COLE), a member of the Appropriations
Committee and the Budget Committee
that marked this bill up.

Mr. COLE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, a lot of people have
asked whether or not this bill is con-
stitutional. Frankly, I think it is. I
don’t think there’s much doubt about
it. A lot of people have raised the point
that it enhances the power of the Pres-
idency. I don’t think there is much
question that it does do that.

A lot of people have argued it’s sub-
stantive, and there I have to respect-
fully disagree. There’s nothing sub-
stantive about this legislation at all.
We already have gotten rid of ear-
marks, don’t use them anymore, and
the Appropriations Committee has al-
ready shown that on its own it can cut
spending. It’s done it in 2 budget years
in a single calendar year.

The sad thing here is we had a chance
to do something substantive. We had
amendments offered by Ms. McCOLLUM
and myself that actually would have
made tax expenditures in order to be
reviewed, that actually would have
looked at direct spending. Those
amendments, unfortunately, were ruled
out of order.

Pursuing bipartisanship and pro-
viding Members with political cover at
the expense of substantive policy,
frankly, is unworthy of the Congress,
in my view, and certainly of this ma-
jority. Our budget problems are seri-
ous. They deserve serious solutions.
The Ryan budget is a serious solution.
The 2006 legislative line-item veto bill,
which included provisions to cover the
very items that this bill does not, was
a serious solution. This legislation,
sadly, is not serious and ought to be re-
jected. We ought to be serious about
the budget deficit we face.
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 seconds to sim-
ply say I agree with a lot of what the
gentleman said. He’s a good friend. We
don’t have all spending in this bill, but
that doesn’t mean don’t go after some
of the spending that’s passed by Con-
gress. This is the kind of spending Con-
gress passes annually every year. I
think it’s a good step in the right di-
rection.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the chairman of the House
Republican Conference, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), who is
one of the fathers of this idea and of
budget process reform.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee for yielding and particu-
larly for his leadership in being the
number one budget hawk in the House.

Mr. Chairman, hopefully by now, all
Americans know we have a spending-
driven debt crisis. We are now looking
at the fourth—fourth—trillion-dollar
deficit in a row. Our debt-to-GDP ratio
now exceeds the entire size of our econ-
omy for the first time since World War
II. Again, we are in the midst of a cri-
sis. We are mortgaging our children’s
future, we are bankrupting a great na-
tion, and we are hindering jobs and
economic growth in this country.

I've listened very -carefully to
friends—close friends—come to the
House floor to argue against this bill,
and I agree with much of what they
say. This is one individual tool in a
toolbox. They point out the absence of
many more, and they are correct. And
it is my hope and my aspiration that
this House would take them up.

I want to also congratulate the gen-
tleman from Maryland, the ranking
member of the House Budget Com-
mittee. It’s not always easy in these
times to work on a bipartisan basis. We
had an opportunity to work on the
Joint Select Committee, to which he
was a positive force. We often dis-
agreed, but he has commanded my re-
spect, and he commands my respect
today for his bipartisan work.

I do want to congratulate the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
and the entirety of his committee. For
the first time in my lifetime, under his
leadership, discretionary spending will
decline 2 years in a row—an incredible
achievement.

I also want to thank our Speaker,
Speaker BOEHNER, for his leadership on
the entire subject of earmarks. Ear-
marks are not necessarily inherently
bad. But, Mr. Chairman, we all know
that too often they represented the tri-
umph of seniority over merit and the
triumph of local and special interest
over national interest.

Under the leadership of our Speaker,
with a little help from the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), they are no
more. But in a different time, a dif-
ferent era, they may return. This is at
least an insurance policy that the one
individual who is elected to represent
the entirety of the Nation, the Presi-
dent of the United States, can at least
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put a spotlight on that type of spend-
ing and just ask the United States Con-
gress to take that up-or-down vote.

It’s about transparency, it’s about
accountability, and it’s about a modest
tool in a time of debt crisis to help
with jobs, economic growth, and the
survival of a great nation.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
for his words. I just want to hark back
to what the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COoLE) said, who’s in opposition to
the bill, but he did make clear that in
his opinion this bill is constitutional. I
really think we should put that ques-
tion aside.

As the chairman of the committee
has pointed out on several occasions,
Congress gets the last word on this
issue. Congress gets an up-or-down ma-
jority vote. We’re simply requiring
that Congress take a vote on savings
that the President recommends for the
taxpayer. We believe we should do that
in the light of day. It’s a small step.

It’s a little curious to hear one of the
solutions offered from some of the
folks opposed to this bill is to give the
President even more authority. On the
one hand they say, well, we shouldn’t
do this because you’re giving the Presi-
dent too much leverage. The amend-
ment they mention, of course, would
give the President even more leverage
over tax expenditures and mandatory
spending, so I'm a little puzzled there.

Where I do agree with them is that if
we’re going to get a hold on this deficit
situation, we’ve got to deal with man-
datory spending as well, and we’ve got
to deal with the revenue side of the
equation—tax expenditures. And the
bipartisan commissions, Simpson-
Bowles, Rivlin-Domenici, all of them
presented a more bipartisan framework
for doing that. While I don’t agree with
every one of their recommendations, I
think the framework they presented
was the right one.

I would agree with the chairman of
the committee, Mr. RYAN, here: just
because we’re not able to tackle the
whole thing as part of this reform ef-
fort doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try and
tackle a piece of it. And I think this is
a small piece, but I think it’s an impor-
tant piece. I think it will have a posi-
tive impact on how this body ap-
proaches the appropriations bills.

Again, the way this process is driven
now, it’s not a criticism of the Appro-
priations Committee. They do the best
they can under the rules as they exist
now. What this bill does is just say
let’s have one more opportunity, an op-
portunity to take an up-or-down vote
on savings that the President believes
we can make toward deficit reduction.
And it seems to me that’s a positive
step to take.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington, the
ranking member of the Appropriations
Committee, Mr. DICKS.
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Mr. DICKS. I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this bill. It is my judgment
that—and I listened to the statement
made by the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, Mr.
ROGERS from Kentucky, that this is un-
warranted, especially now that Con-
gress has decided, at least for the time
being, that we’re not going to do ear-
marks. This would get down to a situa-
tion where if, on the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee, we added
money for additional predator ISR ve-
hicles, the President can as I under-
stand it, take it right back down to his
budget request.

We’ve had a lot of experience, many
Members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Mr. YOUNG and I, have been
here over 30 years and served on this
committee over 30 years, and a lot of
positive things have happened where
Congress makes increases or decreases.
Now, if you’re going to give the Presi-
dent the authority to send up a bill
undoing our work, especially after it’s
been voted on, the Appropriations
Committee has gone through all these
things. I just think it’s wrong.

In fact, on the earmark issue, I
frankly think the solution that the
Democrats had when we were in the
majority was appropriate where we
said you can’t have earmarks for pri-
vate companies unless it’s competi-
tively awarded, and then we took that
away, but you still can help your
schools.
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You can still help your local govern-
ments. You can still help your univer-
sities, your NGOs that are doing work
on meth for example—rather important
issues. That would have been a better
compromise, I think, than saying no
earmarks under any circumstance.

It is clear to me that over the years
there were too many earmarks, and
that became a problem. But to go be-
yond that now and say that we’re going
to have a line-item veto and Congress
has to vote on this, I think, is a serious
mistake; and I join my colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee in oppo-
sition.

I'll just say one final thing. I also
think if you’re going to do it, then you
ought to do it for Ways and Means as
well—that’s where all the spending is—
and not just pick on the Appropria-
tions Committee. We’ve done our job.
Ways and Means hasn’t done their job.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, with that, I yield 2 minutes to

the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
HURT).

Mr. HURT. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I rise today in support of the Expe-
dited Legislative Line-Item Veto and
Rescissions Act, and I thank Chairman
RYAN and Ranking Member VAN HOL-
LEN for their work on this important
bipartisan legislation.

At a time when we are borrowing 40
cents on every dollar we spend, there’s
no more important time for Congress
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to have an honest conversation about
balancing our Federal budget and cut-
ting wasteful government spending.

It is clear that real reform is needed
in our flawed Federal budget process.
The real reforms that we have consid-
ered over the last 2 weeks seek to im-
prove this flawed process by getting at
the root of the Washington accounting
gimmicks that have plagued Congress
for years. These reforms will provide
more Federal Government trans-
parency and accountability and put an
end to business as usual when it comes
to out-of-control spending in Wash-
ington. That is why I support this line-
item veto legislation. This bill would
give the President the ability to veto
wasteful spending provisions as a part
of the appropriations process.

This bill and the remaining budget-
reform bills will give the American
people an honest picture of how their
hard-earned tax dollars are being spent
and will move us one step closer to ad-
dressing the debt crisis that threatens
the very future of this great Nation.

Mr. Chairman, we know that both
sides of the aisle have been a part of
the problem when it comes to Washing-
ton’s reckless spending habit. What we
have failed to recognize is that both
sides must be a part of the solution.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this line-item veto bill and the rest of
our budget-reform proposals, proposals
that hold a promise of a balanced and
honest Federal budget and a brighter
future for our children and our grand-
children.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, fellow colleagues, when you first
took this office, you held up your hand
and swore to uphold the Constitution
of America. I hope you read the Con-
stitution. You say it’s not relevant. It
is. What we’re doing here is transfer-
ring the power—and I've watched this
for 40 years slowly creep into this
body—transferring the power to the
President’s regulatory law. Now we’re
going to give him the power to line-
item veto. Shame on you. Shame on
you. This is a Congress of the people.
It’s up to us to do the job, and the
chairman has done the job this time.

I'm looking down the road. The idea
that we’re going to let this House give
this power to this President or any
other President in the future, you’ve
lost the Constitution in America as we
have today. Let’s think about this, la-
dies and gentlemen. That’s what you’re
doing. You’re transferring it to a mon-
archy to control it by executive orders,
and now control the purse strings of
this great Nation to the Congress, say-
ing you can’t do it when we’re the rep-
resentative of the people.

You talk about the debt. The debt is
terrible; it’s awful. But it would be
worse to have our body, in fact, trans-
fer the power of this House, under the
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Constitution, to the President of the
United States.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, after that, I'd like to yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. LANKFORD), a
member of the Budget Committee.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, you
know, this bill is called the Expedited
Legislative Line-Item Veto and Rescis-
sions Act. I think it may be inappropri-
ately named because it gives an illu-
sion that this is a veto power as we’re
used to seeing a veto power in the Con-
gress.

This is not handing over to the Presi-
dent and saying, cut wherever you
want and we have to override you. In-
stead, this is a Presidential handing to
him and just saying, okay, check this.
If he sees anything he doesn’t like, he
sends it back and we have to agree
with it. If either the House or the Sen-
ate says, no, that should be there, it
stays. It’s not an override. It’s actually
an agreement with the President on
one thing or another.

Maybe this bill should have been
called the ‘‘second opinion’ bill, to be
able to have what we put out of the
House and out of the Senate and what
we pass, pass onto the President. He
takes a look at it and says, That all
looks great, I'm signing off on it; or
say, You know what, maybe we should
take a look at this area.

Currently, our appropriations team
that we have in the House is doing a
fantastic job of holding the line on
spending. I am not as confident 10
years from now that that may still
exist. This is a check to that.

Currently, this body has banned ear-
marks. It’s not a permanent ban; it’s in
the rules for us for this current session.
Will that still exist years from now? I
don’t know. This is a way to be able to
deal with that issue to say if that were
ever to slip back in, we can get that in.
Maybe this bill should be called the
“trust but verify”’ bill.

I can tell you, even as a freshman
House Member, there have been mo-
ments that I voted for something and
then picked up the newspaper the next
day only to read something that none
of us were aware had slipped in. This
provides that moment, that when we
pick up the newspaper the next day
after something has passed, to have an-
other moment, to have that trust-but-
verify moment to be able to look at it
and say, Why don’t we see if we can
take another look at that. And if that
came back to us in an individual form,
I bet we would vote that down. This is
one more tool in the toolbox of reduc-
ing spending.

In a moment with $15.3 trillion in
debt, in a moment with a deficit all of
us have great disdain for, let’s take
every opportunity we can possibly take
to find moments and places where we
can reduce spending, to allow the
President to take a look at it and say,
Take a second look at this, and allow
this body and the body on the other
side of the rotunda to say we agree or
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disagree. If we disagree, fine. We voted
for it the first time; let’s vote it the
second time. We may come back at it
and say, You know what, when that
comes back out in the light of day, I
agree with you. Let’s pull that out and
let’s find one more spot to do deficit re-
duction.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would inquire—we’re ready to close—
how much time do I have remaining,
Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Idaho has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I appreciate the fact that some of my
good friends have a different opinion
about this than I do, particularly
Chairman RYAN and Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I
appreciate the bipartisanship with
which they have worked on this issue;
but I will tell you, bipartisanship does
not make something right which is
fundamentally wrong, and this is fun-
damentally wrong.

I also feel a little bit like Custer at
the Little Big Horn. I know this is
probably going to pass without much
doubt, but it’s still wrong.

For 200 years, as the gentleman from
Alaska said, Congress has been shifting
more and more authority to the admin-
istrative branch of government. We are
doing it again with this legislation.

I keep hearing people talk about ear-
marks and airdropped provisions in ap-
propriation bills. I would remind the
Members, in the 2011 appropriation bill
there were no earmarks, there were no
airdrops. In the 2012 appropriation bills
there were no earmarks, there were no
airdrops. We have changed the way we
do business around here.

Now, you might have had an argu-
ment several years ago when there
were thousands of earmarks in the ap-
propriation bill. That doesn’t happen
anymore. For the first time, we’re try-
ing to bring appropriation bills—for
the first time in 5 years—bring appro-
priation bills to the floor under an
open rule. We didn’t get it all done last
year. We ended up with an omnibus, as
Mr. VAN HOLLEN shows on his table.
This year we are committed, given the
floor time, we’re going to bring every
appropriation bill to the floor under an
open rule so that every Member that
has a problem with any provision can
offer an amendment to have that re-
moved.

It’s been said that this is constitu-
tional, Mr. VAN HOLLEN said, so let’s
take that argument away. Not nec-
essarily and not so quickly. In con-
versations with members of the third
branch of government, the judiciary,
they have concerns that this may be
unconstitutional, because what’s re-
quired now is that the President pre-
sents the judicial request for appro-
priations, but he can’t change it. He
just passes it on to Congress. This
gives the President a say in line-
iteming specific provisions in the judi-
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cial request, which may violate both
U.S. Code and be unconstitutional.
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So that question is still out there
about the constitutionality of this. But
I will tell you, in times of extraor-
dinary circumstances, as we currently
have, with a $15 trillion debt, and ev-
eryone wants to reduce that debt, no-
body more than the members of the
Appropriations Committee have re-
duced spending in the last 2 years. But
in times of extraordinary cir-
cumstances, we often do unwise things
in the name of trying to address that
problem. Such is this bill.

Most Members have never negotiated
an appropriation bill with the Senate.
Let me tell you how it works. We
would think that the President has no
say in the appropriation process until
we present him with a bill. When I was
negotiating the Interior bill with the
Senate, I was not negotiating with the
Senate. I was negotiating with the
White House. They did not approve
anything that was not pre-approved by
the administration.

And we made some deals, and we got
some priorities of things that we, on
the Republican side, think are impor-
tant, and the President got some prior-
ities that he thinks are important on
his side. That’s called legislating.

But now, what you are going to do is
say, okay, you make those deals. You
get an appropriation bill. There’s going
to be things in it I don’t like. There’s
going to be things in it the administra-
tion doesn’t like. There’s going to be
things in it that nobody in here likes.

But now you’re going to give the
President a second bite at the apple to
break that deal. And do you think he’s
going to take those things that Demo-
crats think are not their priorities and
take them out of the bill? Of course
not. He’s going to take out Republican
priorities and put them for a second
vote. And a Republican President
would do the same thing to the Demo-
crats.

This is going to be partisan politics.
And when you say it comes back for
Congress to have a final say, once it
comes back to overriding a veto or
overriding a rescission, it then becomes
political. You, on your side of the aisle,
in this case, are going to say we have
to support our President. That’s what
happens. That’s the reality. We, on our
side of the aisle, would say the same
thing if it were a Republican President.
That’s just reality.

So what you’re breaking down is that
balance of power between the adminis-
trative branch of government and the
legislative branch of government. This
is, without a doubt, a step in the wrong
direction.

Voting for this bill will not make you
a budget hawk. And frankly, I don’t
think it will save any money. But it
will make for some good press releases.

But don’t go out and say that you’ve
reduced Federal spending, and you’ve
taken wasteful spending out of the
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Federal budget by passing this bill.
You haven’t. What you’ve done is said,
I'm willing to sacrifice the legislative
authority that was given to us in the
Constitution and shift more power to
the administrative branch of govern-
ment.

Do you honestly believe that the
Founding Fathers would recognize
what they built in the Constitution?
Do you really think that they would
look at the administrative branch of
government and say we wanted this
kind of Presidency and a weak legisla-
tive branch? I don’t think so.

This is a bad bill. T would vote it
down if I were you.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is an impor-
tant, bipartisan measure. It has bipar-
tisan support here in the House. It has
strong bipartisan support in the Senate
where it’s introduced by Senator CAR-
PER and Senator McCAIN and has
strong bipartisan co-sponsorship. It’s
supported by the Obama administra-
tion.

But Mr. SIMPSON is absolutely right:
it’s not the bipartisanship that makes
this bill the right thing to do. It’s the
fact that it calls for greater trans-
parency and greater accountability in
our process. Everybody in this body has
to concede that we can improve our
budget process. Yes, we should work on
the tax expenditure component. Yes,
we should work on mandatory spend-
ing. Of course we should. But this is a
simple bipartisan measure we can take
to provide more transparency when it
comes to over $1 trillion in discre-
tionary spending.

And I go back to where I started.
Just look at this bill, 1,200-plus pages.
This House took less than 15 hours, less
than 15 hours to review this bill. Now,
given the fact that we didn’t have ade-
quate time to scrutinize this, I don’t
see anything wrong with saying that if
the President of the United States, Re-
publican or Democrat, identifies some
savings we can make for the taxpayer
that go to deficit reduction, that this
Congress should have to vote on that.
You don’t have to say yes. You just
have to vote, up or down.

And for those who argue otherwise, I
have to say that I don’t think putting
turf over the taxpayer is a winning ar-
gument when it comes to dealing with
our budget issues because, make no
mistake, this is constitutional. It’s
been designed to be constitutional.

Mr. YOUNG said I said it wasn’t rel-
evant that it’s constitutional. That’s
not what I said. It’s totally relevant
that it’s constitutional. And it’s de-
signed that way; Congress has the final
say. That’s what makes this constitu-
tional.

Are we giving the President a little
more power? Well, only if you say that
it’s more power to recommend to Con-
gress some savings for the taxpayer
and that we will then vote on them. It
seems to me that’s just basic responsi-
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bility. Well over a majority of Gov-
ernors have total line-item authority.
This is not line-item authority because
it requires congressional vote and over-
sight.

So I would say that the process is
broken. It’s not broken because of the
Appropriations Committee. They do in-
credible, hard work and put in lots of
hours. But at the end of the day, we
just saw last December, less than 15
hours to review 1,200 pages of appro-
priations bills. Who, in this body, can
say that they looked at everything,
they scrutinized everything, that we
can’t find any additional savings for
the taxpayer for the purpose of deficit
reduction?

So I ask my colleagues to support
this bill, not because it’s bipartisan,
but it is; and I think that’s an impor-
tant reflection on the fact that people
on both sides of the aisle, bringing
their own independent judgment to
bear on this, have concluded this would
be in the best interest of the country.

But, in addition to that, because it
does take one measured, responsible
step toward improving a broken budget
process, and my goodness, at the end of
the day, that would be a good day’s
work in a bipartisan Congress if we
could get that done.

I thank, again, the chairman of the
committee, Mr. RYAN. I thank his staff
and our staff, the Democratic staff on
the committee, for working together.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the remainder of
our time.

Let me, first of all, say the gen-
tleman left the floor, I believe, but Mr.
SIMPSON, I want to thank him for a
civil and spirited debate. This is not an
attempt to go after one committee, the
Appropriations Committee. And I un-
derstand that this committee might
feel that way. This is an attempt to
take one more step on behalf of the
taxpayer to clean up the system on
how we spend hardworking taxpayers’
dollars.

Here’s the issue, Mr. Chairman. When
we pass large spending bills, we vote on
things we’re not even necessarily sure
we’re voting on. And I think the meas-
ure of success of this reform will not be
measured by how many individual
spending line items get voted out of
spending by Congress, but how many
items don’t get put in these bills in the
first place because this brings through
to the final part of the process that
extra level of transparency and ac-
countability that has been lacking.

I’'ll take a provision authored by a
Republican a few years ago as an exam-
ple: $40 million, I think that’s the num-
ber, for a rainforest museum in Iowa in
a spending bill for Labor and Health
that didn’t go through the House,
didn’t go through the Senate, but came
at the last minute.

And, yes, this Congress, through the
rules of this House, is banning ear-
marks and airdrops, but who’s to say
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they won’t return under our new man-
agement some day?

I think it would be helpful to the
process to say, you know what, if we’re
going to put $40 million for a rainforest
museum without real consideration be-
fore the House and the Senate, we
ought to think about that individually.
Or, more importantly, if I'm a Member
of Congress and I want to put some-
thing like this in a spending bill, I
ought to think twice about whether or
not I'm willing to defend this kind of
spending in the light of day on an indi-
vidual vote among my peers, because
that could happen under this reform.

This is constitutional because the
President signs this spending bill. He
doesn’t sign part of it. He doesn’t re-
scind part of it. He signs it, and then
this gives him the ability to create a
new bill saying, vote on this piece of
spending.

0 1520

We have expedited procedures so we
have to take a vote. It’s no different
than how Presidents send us trade
agreements to vote on under expedited
procedures.

We’'re not saying the President can
take a part of a bill and not sign it and
then send us this. No. We’re saying the
President signs a big spending bill and
then, if he wants, he can write a new
bill within a tight time window saying
cancel that spending. Then Congress
makes the decision, the House and the
Senate, by a simple majority vote,
both Houses. They get to decide wheth-
er or not to reaffirm or to spend that
money.

All this does is it puts the taxpayer
in front of turf, as my friend from
Maryland says, and it gives Members of
Congress the ability to have that extra
layer of accountability and trans-
parency so that at the end of the day
we are always thinking of the taxpayer
first and special interests second in the
way we spend taxpayer dollars.

Will this fix all of our problems? No.
But this, along with many other re-
forms we seek to bring to the floor,
will hopefully turn the process by
which we spend taxpayer dollars into
one that is more accountable, more
transparent, and more responsible.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, | support
H.R. 3521, the Expedited Line-ltem Veto and
Rescissions Act, which creates a process ena-
bling the President to propose the elimination
of certain individual spending items that he
deems unnecessary and to submit those elimi-
nations to Congress for an expedited vote.
This may prove to be a useful tool to ensure
that our government closely stewards impor-
tant taxpayer dollars. It is disappointing, how-
ever, that such a tool should be necessary.

Our constitution vests Members of Congress
with the responsibility to raise and spend rev-
enue to provide for the general welfare of the
United States. In other words, we are obli-
gated to invest taxpayer dollars in ways that
grow our economy, protect our environment
and public health, defend our nation, educate
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our children, and build a strong infrastructure.
In sum, Congress has the responsibility to
keep America competitive in the 21st century.

It is my hope that the President will not
need to use this new power. Unfortunately,
Congress has too often shown that it is unable
to make the hard choices necessary—on un-
necessary weapons systems, on subsidizing
big agribusiness, on the provision of expen-
sive tax benefits to the oil industry—to elimi-
nate wasteful spending.

| support H.R. 3521, but | remain hopeful
that Congress finds the will to act responsibly
and avoids use by the President of a line item
veto.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chair, when this body last
considered legislation to institute a “line-item
veto” during the 109th Congress, | joined 171
of my colleagues in voting against it. Today,
we again find ourselves considering a similar
measure, and, once again, | rise in opposition
to this latest attempt to abdicate our respon-
sibilities, H.R. 3521, the Expedited Legislative
Line-Item Veto and Rescissions Act of 2011.

This legislation alters dramatically the bal-
ance of power that the framers so delicately
established. It is an abdication of our respon-
sibilities as Members of Congress. The sepa-
ration and balance of governmental powers
must be kept. We have heard proponents of
this measure come to the floor and speak
about how this bill provides us with another
tool to ensure that we are spending taxpayer
funds sensibly. Why do we need another tool
in our toolkit, Mr. Chair? | would argue that if
we are seeking ways to cut the deficit, let's do
it by sending appropriate spending bills to the
President’s desk. We are not missing a tool in
our toolkit; we are missing the political will to
come together as members of this body to
produce spending bills that accomplish this
goal without prompting from The White House.
If indeed political will is missing, this “line item
veto” will not be the way to find it.

Furthermore, this measure puts us in dan-
ger of losing funding for good programs in the
midst of partisan bickering. Funding for Inter-
national Family Planning, funding for public
transportation’s funding for the arts or any of
countless valuable items in our country, could
be jeopardized if this legislation is enacted
and the political climate is such that the Presi-
dent has other ideological views.

There is no evidence and no good reason to
believe that this will actually succeed in reduc-
ing wasteful spending. Again, | would urge my
colleagues to work together and produce com-
mon sense legislation that terminates wasteful
programs and evaluate both our revenues and
our spending to put our budget back on the
right track. We have done it in the past and |
believe that it is possible for us to do it again.
| urge my colleagues to oppose this measure.

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

In lieu of the amendments rec-
ommended by the Committees on the
Budget and Rules, printed in the bill, it
shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of Rules
Committee print 112-12. That amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall
be considered read.
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The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:
H.R. 3521

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Ezxpedited Leg-
islative Line-Item Veto and Rescissions Act of
20127,

SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND DE-
FERRALS OF BUDGET AUTHORITY
AND OBLIGATION LIMITATIONS.

Title X of the Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 et
seq.) is amended by striking all of part B (except
for sections 1015, 1016, and 1013, which are
transferred and redesignated as sections 1017,
1018, and 1019, respectively) and part C and by
inserting after part A the following:

“PART B—CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND DEFERRALS OF
BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OBLIGATION LIMITA-
TIONS

““CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED
RESCISSIONS AND DEFERRALS OF BUDGET AU-
THORITY AND OBLIGATION LIMITATIONS
“SEC. 1011. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSIONS.—With-

in 45 days after the enactment of any bill or

joint resolution providing any funding, the

President may propose, in the manner provided

in subsection (b), the rescission of all or part of

any dollar amount of such funding.

“(b) SPECIAL MESSAGE.—If the President pro-
poses that Congress rescind funding, the Presi-
dent shall transmit a special message to Con-
gress containing the information specified in
this subsection.

“(1) PACKAGING OF REQUESTED RESCISSIONS.—
For each piece of legislation that provides fund-
ing, the President shall request at most 2 pack-
ages of rescissions and the rescissions in each
package shall apply only to funding contained
in that legislation. The President shall not in-
clude the same rescission in both packages.

““(2) TRANSMITTAL.—The President shall de-
liver each message requesting a package of re-
scissions to the Secretary of the Senate if the
Senate is not in session and to the Clerk of the
House of Representatives if the House is not in
session. The President shall make a copy of the
transmittal message publicly available, and
shall publish in the Federal Register a notice of
the message and information on how it can be
obtained.

“(3) CONTENTS OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.—For
each request to rescind funding under this part,
the transmittal message shall—

“(4) specify—

‘(i) the dollar amount to be rescinded;

“(ii) the agency, bureau, and account from
which the rescission shall occur;

“‘(iii) the program, project, or activity within
the account (if applicable) from which the re-
scission shall occur;

“(iv) the amount of funding, if any, that
would remain for the account, program, project,
or activity if the rescission request is enacted;

“(v) the reasons the President requests the re-
scission;

“(vi) to the maximum extent practicable, the
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary effect
(including the effect on outlays and receipts in
each fiscal year) of the proposed rescission;

“(vii) to the maximum extent practicable, all
facts, circumstances, and considerations relat-
ing to or bearing upon the proposed rescission
and the decision to propose the rescission, and
the estimated effect of the proposed rescission
upon the objects, purposes, or programs; and

“(viii) if a second special message is trans-
mitted pursuant to paragraph (2), a detailed ex-
planation of why the proposed rescissions are
not substantially similar to any other proposed
rescission in such other message; and
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“(B) designate each separate rescission re-
quest by number; and include proposed legisia-
tive text of an approval bill to accomplish the
requested rescissions which may not include—

“(i) any changes in existing law, other than
the rescission of funding; or

“(it) any supplemental appropriations, trans-
fers, or reprogrammings.

““GRANTS OF AND LIMITATIONS ON PRESIDENTIAL
AUTHORITY

“SEC. 1012. (a) PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY TO
WITHHOLD  FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law and if the President pro-
poses a rescission of funding under this part,
the President may, subject to the time limits pro-
vided in subsection (c), temporarily withhold
that funding from obligation.

“(b) WITHHOLDING AVAILABLE ONLY ONCE
PER PROPOSED RESCISSION.—Except as provided
in section 1019, the President may not invoke
the authority to withhold funding granted by
subsection (a) for any other purpose.

“(c) TIME LIMITS.—The President shall make
available for obligation any funding withheld
under subsection (a) on the earliest of—

‘“(1) the day on which the President deter-
mines that the continued withholding or reduc-
tion no longer advances the purpose of legisia-
tive consideration of the approval bill;

““(2) the 45th day following the date of enact-
ment of the appropriations measure to which
the approval bill relates; or

“(3) the last day that the President determines
the obligation of the funding in question can no
longer be fully accomplished in a prudent man-
ner before its expiration.

‘“(d) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds that are rescinded
under this part shall be dedicated only to reduc-
ing the deficit or increasing the surplus.

““(2) ADJUSTMENT OF LEVELS IN THE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET.—Not later
than 5 days after the date of enactment of an
approval bill as provided under this part, the
chairs of the Committees on the Budget of the
Senate and the House of Representatives shall
revise allocations and aggregates and other ap-
propriate levels under the appropriate concur-
rent resolution on the budget to reflect the re-
scissions, and the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Senate
shall report revised suballocations pursuant to
section 302(b) of title 111, as appropriate.

“(3) ADJUSTMENTS TO STATUTORY LIMITS.—
After enactment of an approval bill provided
under this section, the President shall revise
downward by the amount of the rescissions ap-
plicable limits under the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

“PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION

“SEC. 1013. (a) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—

‘(1) INTRODUCTION OF APPROVAL BILL.—The
magjority leader of each House or a designee
shall (by request) introduce an approval bill as
defined in section 1015 not later than the fifth
day of session of that House after the date of re-
ceipt of a special message transmitted to the
Congress under section 1011(b).

““(2) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—

‘““(A) REFERRAL AND REPORTING.—Any com-
mittee of the House of Representatives to which
an approval bill is referred shall report it to the
House without amendment not later than the
fifth legislative day after the date of its intro-
duction. If a committee fails to report the bill
within that period or the House has adopted a
concurrent resolution providing for adjournment
sine die at the end of a Congress, such com-
mittee shall be automatically discharged from
further consideration of the bill and it shall be
placed on the appropriate calendar.

‘“(B) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.—Not
later than 5 legislative days after the approval
bill is reported or a committee has been dis-
charged from further consideration thereof, it
shall be in order to move to proceed to consider



H612

the approval bill in the House. Such a motion
shall be in order only at a time designated by
the Speaker in the legislative schedule within
two legislative days after the day on which the
proponent announces an intention to the House
to offer the motion provided that such mnotice
may not be given until the approval bill is re-
ported or a committee has been discharged from
further consideration thereof. Such a motion
shall not be in order after the House has dis-
posed of a motion to proceed with respect to that
special message. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the motion to its adop-
tion without intervening motion. A motion to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is dis-
posed of shall not be in order.

““(C) CONSIDERATION.—If the motion to pro-
ceed is agreed to, the House shall immediately
proceed to consider the approval bill in the
House without intervening motion. The ap-
proval bill shall be considered as read. All
points of order against the approval bill and
against its consideration are waived. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered on
the approval bill to its passage without inter-
vening motion except 2 hours of debate equally
divided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent and one motion to limit debate on the
bill. A motion to reconsider the vote on passage
of the approval bill shall not be in order.

““(3) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—

‘““(A) REFERRAL.—The approval bill introduced
in the Senate shall be referred to the committees
having jurisdiction over the provisions of law
contained in the approval bill.

‘““(B) COMMITTEE ACTION.—Each committee of
referral of the Senate shall report without
amendment the approval bill referred to it under
this subsection not later than the fifth session
day after introduction. If a committee fails to
report the approval bill within that period or
the Senate has adopted a concurrent resolution
providing for adjournment sine die at the end of
a Congress, the Committee shall be automati-
cally discharged from further consideration of
the approval bill and it shall be placed on the
appropriate calendar.

“(C) MOTION TO PROCEED.—Not later than §
session days after the approval bill is reported
in the Senate or committees have been dis-
charged thereof, it shall be in order for any Sen-
ator to move to proceed to consider the approval
bill in the Senate. The motion shall be decided
without debate and the motion to reconsider
shall be deemed to have been laid on the table.
Such a motion shall not be in order after the
Senate has disposed of a prior motion to proceed
with respect to the approval bill.

‘(D) CONSIDERATION.—If a motion to proceed
to the consideration of the approval bill is
agreed to, the Senate shall immediately proceed
to consideration of the approval bill without in-
tervening motion, order, or other business, and
the approval bill shall remain the unfinished
business of the Senate until disposed of. Consid-
eration on the bill in the Senate under this sub-
section, and all debatable motions and appeals
in connection therewith, shall not exceed 10
hours. All points of order against the approval
bill or its consideration are waived. Consider-
ation in the Senate on any debatable motion or
appeal in connection with the approval bill
shall be limited to not more than 1 hour. A mo-
tion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the
consideration of other business, or a motion to
recommit the approval bill is not in order. A mo-
tion to reconsider the vote by which the ap-
proval bill is agreed to or disagreed to is not in
order.

‘“(4) AMENDMENTS PROHIBITED.—No amend-
ment to, or motion to strike a provision from, an
approval bill considered under this section shall
be in order in either the Senate or the House of
Representatives.

““(5) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER
HOUSE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, before passing the ap-
proval bill, one House receives from the other a
bill—
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“(i) the approval bill of the other House shall
not be referred to a committee; and

“‘(ii) the procedure in the receiving House
shall be the same as if no approval bill had been
received from the other House until the vote on
passage, when the bill received from the other
House shall supplant the approval bill of the re-
ceiving House.

“(B) This paragraph shall not apply to the
House of Representatives if the approval bill re-
ceived from the Senate is a revenue measure or
an appropriation measure.

“(b) LIMITATION.—Subsection (a) shall apply
only to an approval bill introduced pursuant to
subsection (a)(1).

“(c) CBO ESTIMATE.—Upon receipt of a spe-
cial message under section 1101 proposing to re-
scind all or part of any dollar amount, CBO
shall prepare and submit to the appropriate
committees of the House of Representatives and
the Senate an estimate of the reduction in budg-
et authority which would result from the enact-
ment of the proposed recisions.

“TREATMENT OF RESCISSIONS

“SEC. 1014. Rescissions proposed by the Presi-
dent under this part shall take effect only upon
enactment of the applicable approval bill. If an
approval bill is not enacted into law within 45
days from the enactment of the appropriation
measure to which the approval bill relates, then
the approval bill shall not be eligible for expe-
dited consideration under the provisions of this
Act.

“DEFINITIONS

“SEC. 1015. As used in this part:

““(1) APPROPRIATION MEASURE.—The term ‘ap-
propriation measure’ means an Act referred to
in section 105 of title 1, United States Code, in-
cluding any general or special appropriation
Act, or any Act making supplemental, defi-
ciency, or continuing appropriations, that has
been enacted into law pursuant to article I, sec-
tion 7, of the Constitution of the United States.

““(2) APPROVAL BILL.—The term ‘approval bill’
means a bill which only approves rescissions of
funding in a special message transmitted by the
President under this part and—

““(A) the title of which is as follows: ‘A bill ap-
proving the proposed rescissions transmitted by
the President on ’, the blank space being
filled in with the date of transmission of the rel-
evant special message and the public law num-
ber to which the message relates; and

““(B) which provides only the following after
the enacting clause: ‘That the Congress ap-
proves the proposed rescissions . the
blank space being filled in with the list of the
rescissions contained in the President’s special
message, ‘as transmitted by the President in a
special message on ’, the blank space
being filled in with the appropriate date, ‘re-
garding .’, the blank space being filled
in with the public law number to which the spe-
cial message relates.

“(3) DAY.—Except as used in section 1013, the
term ‘day’ means a standard 24-hour period be-
ginning at midnight and a number of days shall
be calculated by excluding Sundays, legal holi-
days, and any day during which neither cham-
ber of Congress is in session.

‘“(4) RESCIND OR RESCISSION.—The terms ‘re-
scind’ or ‘rescission’ mean to permanently can-
cel or prevent budget authority or outlays avail-
able under an obligation limit from having legal
force or effect.

“(5) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE.—The
term ‘CBO’ means the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office.

“(6) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The term
‘Comptroller General’ means the Comptroller
General of the United States.

‘“(7) DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY.—The
term ‘deferral of budget authority’ includes—

“(A) withholding or delaying the obligations
or expenditure of budget authority (whether by
establishing reserves or otherwise) provided for
projects or activities; or
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‘“‘(B) any other type of Executive action or in-
action which effectively precludes the obligation
or expenditure of budget authority, including
authority to obligate by contract in advance of
appropriations as specifically authoriced by
law.

‘““(8) FUNDING.—(A) Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), the term ‘funding’ means all or
part of the dollar amount of budget authority or
obligation limit—

““(i) specified in an appropriation measure, or
the dollar amount of budget authority or obliga-
tion limit required to be allocated by a specific
pProviso in an appropriation measure for which
a specific dollar figure was not included;

“(it) represented separately in any table,
chart, or explanatory text included in the state-
ment of managers or the governing committee re-
port accompanying such law; or

“‘(iii) represented by the product of the esti-
mated procurement cost and the total quantity
of items specified in an appropriation measure
or included in the statement of managers or the
governing committee report accompanying such
law.

“(B) The term ‘funding’ does not include—

““(i) direct spending;

“(ii) budget authority in an appropriation
measure which funds direct spending provided
for in other law;

“(iti) any existing budget authority canceled
in an appropriation measure; or

“(iv) any restriction or condition in an appro-
priation measure or the accompanying state-
ment of managers or committee reports on the
expenditure of budget authority for an account,
program, project, or activity, or on activities in-
volving such expenditure.

“(9) WITHHOLD.—The terms ‘withhold’ and
‘withholding’ apply to any executive action or
inaction that precludes the obligation of fund-
ing at a time when it would otherwise have been
available to an agency for obligation. The terms
do not include administrative or preparatory ac-
tions undertaken prior to obligation in the nor-
mal course of implementing budget laws.

“EXPIRATION

“SEC. 1016. On December 15, 2015, the amend-
ments made by the Expedited Legislative Line-
Item Veto and Rescissions Act of 2012 shall be
replaced by the provisions of part B of the Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 as in effect im-
mediately before the date of enactment of the
Expedited Legislative Line-Item Veto and Re-
scissions Act of 2012.”°.

SEC. 3. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.—Sec-
tion 904 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking 1017 and
inserting “‘1013”’; and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking
1017’ and inserting ‘‘section 1013’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) The last sen-
tence of section 1(a) of the Congressional Budg-
et and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is
amended to read as follows: ‘‘Sections 1011
through 1016 of part B of title X may be cited as
the ‘Expedited Legislative Line-Item Veto and
Rescissions Act of 2012°.”.

(2) Section 1017 of such Act (as redesignated)
is amended by striking ‘‘section 1012 or 1013
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘section
1011 or 1019’ and section 1018 (as redesignated)
is amended by striking ‘‘calendar’ and ‘‘of con-
tinuous session’’.

(3) Section 1019(c) of such Act (as redesig-
nated) is amended by striking ‘1012’ and in-
serting “‘1011°°.

(4) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents set forth in section 1(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974 is amended by striking the items relating to
parts B and C (including all of the items relat-
ing to the sections therein) of title X and insert-
ing the following:

“‘section
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“PART B—CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND DEFERRALS OF
BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OBLIGATION LIMITA-
TIONS

“Sec. 1011. Congressional consideration of pro-
posed rescissions and deferrals of
budget authority and obligation
limitations.

Grants of and limitations on presi-
dential authority.

Procedures for Expedited Consider-
ation.

Treatment of rescissions.

“Sec. 1015. Definitions.

“Sec. 1016. Expiration.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this Act shall apply to funding as defined in
section 1015(8) of the Congressional Budget Act
and Impoundment Control of 1974 in any Act
enacted after the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 4. APPROVAL MEASURES CONSIDERED.

Section 314 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) through
(e) as subsections (c) through (f) and by insert-
ing after subsection (a) the following new sub-
section:

“(b) ADJUSTMENTS FOR RESCISSIONS.—(1)
Whenever an approval bill passes the House of
Representatives, the Committee on the Budget
shall immediately reduce the applicable alloca-
tions under section 302(a) by the total amount of
reductions in budget authority and in outlays
resulting from such approval bill.

““(2) As used in this subsection, the term ‘ap-
proval bill’ has the meaning given to such term
in section 1015.”’; and

(2) in subsection (d) (as redesignated), by in-
serting “‘or (b)’’ after ‘‘subsection (a)’’.

The CHAIR. All points of order
against that amendment in the nature
of a substitute are waived. No amend-
ment to that amendment in the nature
of a substitute shall be in order except
those printed in House Report 112-389.
Each such amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the ques-
tion.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF

WISCONSIN

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 112-389.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 2, line 8, strike ‘‘45 and insert ‘‘10”.

Page 3, line 21, insert ‘‘and’’ after the semi-
colon.

Page 3, line 23, strike the semicolon and in-
sert a period.

Page 3, strike line 24 and all that follows
thereafter through page 4, line 16.

Page 5, line 21, strike ‘‘45th” and insert
“60th’.

Page 6, line 9, strike ‘5 days’ and insert ‘3
days of session”’.

Page 6, line 20, strike ‘‘After” and insert
““Not later than 3 days after’’.

Page 7, line 4, strike ‘‘fifth” and insert
“third”.

Page 7, line 14, strike ‘‘fifth”’ and insert
“third”.

“Sec. 1012.

“Sec. 1013.

“Sec. 1014.
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Page 7, line 24, strike ‘5’ and insert *‘3”’.

Page 9, strike lines 9 through 12.

Page 9, line 13, strike “(B)” and insert
A

Page 9, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘““Each com-
mittee of referral” and insert ‘“The appro-
priate committee’’.

Page 9, lines 15 and 16, strike ‘‘referred to
it under this subsection’ and insert ‘‘as de-
fined in section 1015(2)"’.

Page 9, lines 16 and 17, strike ‘‘fifth session
day’’ and insert ‘‘third session day’’.

Page 10, line 1, strike ‘(C)”’ and insert
“(B)”.

Page 10, line 2, strike ‘5”’ and insert *‘3”’.

Page 10, line 3, strike ‘“‘committees have”’
and insert ‘‘the committee has.

Page 10, line 12, strike ‘(D) and insert
“(Cy”.

Page 10, line 22, insert ‘‘equally divided in
the usual form”’ before the period.

Page 12, line 4, strike “‘if”’ and all that fol-
lows thereafter through ‘‘measure’ on line 6.

Page 12, line 8, insert ‘¢, as such term is de-
fined in section 1015(2),” after ‘‘approval
bill”.

Page 12, after line 8, insert the following:

‘‘(c) EXTENDED TIME PERIOD.—If Congress
adjourns at the end of a Congress prior to the
expiration of the periods described in sec-
tions 1012(c)(2) and 1014 and an approval bill
was then pending in either House of Congress
or a committee thereof, or an approval bill
had not yet been introduced with respect to
a special message, or before the applicable
10-day period specified in section 1011(a) has
expired, then within the first 3 days of ses-
sion, the President shall transmit to Con-
gress an additional special message con-
taining all of the information in the pre-
vious, pending special message and an ap-
proval bill may be introduced within the
first five days of session of the next Congress
and shall be treated as an approval bill under
this part, and the time periods described in
sections 1012(c)(2) and 1014 shall commence
on the day of introduction of that approval
bill.

“(d) APPROVAL BILL PROCEDURE.—In order
for an approval bill to be considered under
the procedures set forth in this part, the bill
must meet the definition of an approval bill
and must be introduced no later than the
third day of session following the beginning
of the period described in section 1013(a)(1) or
the fifth day in the case of paragraph (1).”.

Page 12, line 9, strike ‘‘(¢c)” and insert
“ley”,

Page 12, line 11, strike ‘‘dollar amount”
and insert ‘‘funding”’.

Page 12, line 20, strike ‘45 and insert
“60°.

Page 12, line 23, strike ‘‘Act” and insert
“part’’.

Page 14, strike lines 5 through 10.

“Peige 14, line 11, strike ‘‘(4)” and insert
“(133)3}?3 14, line 15, strike ‘‘(5)” and insert
"(%’)a:.g.e 14, line 18, strike “(6)" and insert
“(159)2}?6 14, line 21, strike *‘(7)” and insert
“(lg)a}?e 15, line 9, strike ‘‘(8)” and insert
“%}}.g.e 16, line 16, strike ‘(9)” and insert

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 540, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) and a Member op-
posed each will control 56 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I don’t think we need to spend a
lot of time on this.
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This amendment makes technical re-
visions to certain procedures and defi-
nitions. The time period was reduced
from 5 legislative days to 3 legislative
days for the introduction of an ap-
proval bill in the motion to proceed.
The amendment clarifies that approval
bills are described as discretionary
bills only. Additionally, it includes a
procedure that provides for the consid-
eration of an approval bill should the
previous Congress end before an up-or-
down vote.

All this simply does, Mr. Chairman,
is clarify concerns raised by the Rules
Committee so that we have consistent
procedures and concerns by the minor-
ity that this bill simply does what it
says it does and that it circumscribe to
discretionary spending.

With that, I really have no other
things to say other than I'd be happy
to yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
have nothing to add to that and would
urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chair, since 1999, the
Committee on Rules has worked to stand-
ardize the practices related to expedited con-
sideration of legislation. In general, the Com-
mittee believes that expedited procedures are
unnecessary, particularly in the House. How-
ever, when necessary, the Committee strives
to ensure that these procedures are uniform in
application and agnostic toward the content of
any measure considered thereunder.

The circumstances surrounding consider-
ation of H.R. 3521 are unique, and several
changes are included in the manager's
amendment that represent the uniqueness of
this legislation. The procedures contained in
the House-passed version of H.R. 3521
should not be viewed as a new standard for
future expedited procedures the House may
consider.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. ALEXANDER

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 112-389.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 4, after line 24, add the following new
subsection:

‘‘(c) EXEMPTION FOR THE CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS.—The President may not propose the
rescission under this part of all or part of
any dollar amount of funding for the Corps
of Engineers.”.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 540, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. ALEXANDER) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, as
we decide whether or not the President
of the United States should have the
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authority to propose cuts to funding
that Congress appropriates money to, I
cannot help but be gravely concerned
about how he may use those powers.

While I, as much as anyone here,
agrees that our government must con-
strain and cut the unnecessary expend-
itures, I fear that giving the President
certain powers to take away that
which Congress has given would se-
verely harm certain States and regions
whose needs the President may not
fully understand.

Of particular concern to me, Mr.
Chairman, is the importance of the
water resources, the projects across
this country that are vitally important
to our national security and economy.
With this in mind, I believe that a line
must be drawn when it comes to the
President’s authority to propose a re-
scission to the budget of the Army
Corps of Engineers, an agency that’s
older than our Nation itself.

The Corps of Engineers helped Gen-
eral Washington win the Revolutionary
War. The Corps of Engineers carries
out water resource projects throughout
the United States, including projects
that protect citizens from flood haz-
ards and keep commercial waterways
navigable.

These projects are important. They
are important to lawmakers on both
sides of the aisle. The congressional ap-
propriations for the Corps typically ex-
ceed what the President’s requests
have been. I believe that we must pre-
vent any President, Republican or
Democrat, from having the authority
to reduce funding for critical water re-
source projects. It is just too impor-
tant to this Nation.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim time in opposition.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I won’t take all of my time.

The gentleman says the Army Corps
clearly provides an extremely impor-
tant function, a very valid Federal
function to our government, to our
country. I rise in opposition only that
we shouldn’t be carving out exceptions.

The idea that we’ll carve out an ex-
ception from appropriation bills for ex-
pedited rescission consideration to one
government agency versus all of the
other government agencies out there, I
don’t think that’s a good precedent to
set. What’s to say that other agencies
shouldn’t be exempt in consideration?
If Congress feels that these are impor-
tant projects, which they clearly do
when they pass these bills, then clearly
they will affirm that if another vote
ever does arise.

For the sake of consistency, for the
sake of treating all agencies equal, 1
would urge a rejection of this amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. ALEXANDER).

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the noes ap-

peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I

demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 128, noes 300,

not voting 5, as follows:

Alexander
Altmire
Austria
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Calvert
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Castor (FL)
Chu
Clyburn
Coble

Cole

Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crawford
Critz
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dicks
Doyle
Emerson
Fattah
Fitzpatrick
Fortenberry
Garamendi
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Ackerman
Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Amash
Amodei
Andrews
Baca
Bachmann
Baldwin
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonamici
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess

[Roll No. 45]
AYES—128

Grimm
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Harper
Harris
Herrera Beutler
Hinchey
Holden
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Keating
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kucinich
Landry
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lujan
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McNerney
Meehan
Miller, Gary
Moore
Nadler
Napolitano
Nunnelee
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Perlmutter

NOES—300

Burton (IN)
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Cravaack
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Peters
Peterson
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rehberg
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schilling
Schwartz
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuster
Sires
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Tonko
Turner (NY)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
West
Wilson (FL)
Womack
Woolsey
Young (AK)

Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers
Engel

Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr

Filner
Fincher
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes

Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
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Graves (MO) Lynch Ros-Lehtinen
Griffin (AR) Mack Roskam
Griffith (VA) Manzullo Ross (FL)
Grijalva Marchant Royce
Guinta Marino Ryan (WI)
Guthrie Matheson Sanchez, Linda
Hahn McCarthy (CA) T.
Hall McCaul Sanchez, Loretta
Hanna McClintock Schakowsky
Hartzler McCollum Schiff
Hastings (FL) McCotter Schmidt
Hastings (WA) McDermott Schock
Hayworth McHenry Schrader
Heck McKeon Schweikert
Heinrich McKinley Scott (SC)
Hensarling McMorris Scott (VA)
Herger Rodgers Scott, Austin
Higgins Meeks Scott, David
Himes Mica Sensenbrenner
Hinojosa Michaud Serrano
Hirono Miller (FL) Sessions
Hochul Miller (MI) Sherman
Holt Miller (NC) Shuler
Honda Miller, George Simpson
Hoyer Moran Slaughter
Huelskamp Mulvaney Smith (NE)
Huizenga (MI) Murphy (CT) Smith (NJ)
Hultgren Murphy (PA) Smith (TX)
Hunter Myrick Smith (WA)
Hurt Neal Southerland
Inslee Neugebauer Speier
Israel Noem Stark
Issa Nugent Stearns
Jenkins Nunes Stivers
Johnson (GA) Olson Stutzman
Johnson (IL) Olver Sullivan
Johnson (OH) Owens Thompson (MS)
Johnson, Sam Paulsen Thompson (PA)
Jordan Pearce Thornberry
Kaptur Pelosi Tiberi
Kelly Pence Tipton
Kildee Petri Towns
Kind Pingree (ME) Tsongas
Kinzinger (IL) Pitts Turner (OH)
Kissell Platts Upton
Kline Poe (TX) Van Hollen
Labrador Polis Velazquez
Lamborn Pompeo Visclosky
Lance Posey Walberg
Langevin Price (GA) Walden
Lankford Quayle Walsh (IL)
Larsen (WA) Quigley Waxman
Latta Rangel Webster
Lee (CA) Reed Welch
Levin Reichert Westmoreland
Lewis (GA) Renacci Whitfield
Lofgren, Zoe Ribble Wilson (SC)
Long Rigell Wittman
Lowey Rivera Wolf
Lucas Roby Woodall
Luetkemeyer Roe (TN) Yarmuth
Lummis Rogers (MI) Yoder
Lungren, Daniel Rohrabacher Young (FL)

E. Rokita Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—5
Blumenauer McIntyre Payne
Cassidy Paul
O 1559
Messrs. GALLEGLY, McCOTTER,

AMODEI, Mrs. NOEM, Messrs. OLSON,
GRIFFIN of Arkansas, JORDAN, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. LEE of
California, Messrs. LATTA,
WOODALL, HIGGINS, BACA, BUR-
GESS, GEORGE MILLER of California,
LEWIS of Georgia, and KISSELL
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. ROONEY, COLE, ALTMIRE,
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Messrs. CALVERT,
LEWIS of California, TIERNEY, HOL-
DEN, Ms. DELAURO, Messrs. REYES,
GONZALEZ, Ms. MOORE, Ms. SE-
WELL, Messrs. LARSON of Con-
necticut, BUTTERFIELD, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Ms. WATERS, Mr. HARRIS,
Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO, and Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York changed their vote from ‘‘no” to
“aye.”’
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr.
FLEISCHMANN). The question is on the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
DENHAM) having assumed the chair, Mr.
FLEISCHMANN, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 3521) to amend the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 to provide for a leg-
islative line-item veto to expedite con-
sideration of rescissions, and for other
purposes, and, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 540, reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted in
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 254, noes 173,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 46]

AYES—254
Adams Brady (TX) Costa
Akin Brooks Costello
Altmire Buchanan Cravaack
Amodei Bucshon Crawford
Andrews Buerkle Cuellar
Bachmann Burgess Culberson
Barletta Camp Davis (KY)
Barrow Campbell DeFazio
Bartlett Canseco Denham
Barton (TX) Cantor Dent
Bass (CA) Capito DesJarlais
Bass (NH) Capps Diaz-Balart
Benishek Cardoza Doggett
Berg Carnahan Dold
Biggert Carney Donnelly (IN)
Bilbray Castor (FL) Dreier
Bilirakis Chabot Duffy
Bishop (NY) Chaffetz Duncan (TN)
Bishop (UT) Chandler Ellmers
Black Cicilline Eshoo
Blackburn Coble Farenthold
Bonamici Coffman (CO) Fincher
Bono Mack Conaway Fitzpatrick
Boren Connolly (VA) Flake
Boswell Cooper Fleischmann

Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Higgins
Himes
Hochul
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt

Inslee

Israel

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Kelly

Kind

King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell

Kline
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin

Ackerman
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Austria
Baca
Bachus
Baldwin
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bonner
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Carter

Chu

Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen

Cole
Conyers
Courtney
Crenshaw
Critz

Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Owens
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Quigley
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert

NOES—173

Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doyle
Duncan (SC)
Edwards
Ellison
Emerson
Engel

Farr

Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gonzalez
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Herrera Beutler
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden

Holt

Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera

Roe (TN)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tsongas
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton

Van Hollen
Walberg
Walden
Webster
Welch

West
Westmoreland
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Woodall
Yoder
Young (IN)

Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
King (IA)
Kucinich
Labrador
Landry
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Miller (NC)
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Moore Rooney Thompson (CA)
Moran Rothman (NJ) Thompson (MS)
Murphy (CT) Roybal-Allard Thompson (PA)
Nadler Rush Tierney
Napolitano Ryan (OH) Tonko
Neal Sanchez, Linda Towns
Nunnelee T. Velazquez
Olver Sanchez, Loretta Visclosky
Palazzo Sarbanes W

alsh (IL)
Pallone Schakowsky Walz (MN)
Pascrell Schiff
Pastor (AZ) Scott (VA) Wasserman
Peterson Scott, Austin Schultz
Pingree (ME) Scott, David Waters
Price (NC) Serrano Watt
Rahall Sewell Waxman
Rangel Shuster Whitfield
Reyes Simpson Wolf
Richardson Sires Womack
Richmond Slaughter Woolsey
Roby Speier Yarmuth
Rogers (AL) Stark Young (AK)
Rogers (KY) Sutton Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6
Blumenauer Long Paul
Cassidy McIntyre Payne
O 1617

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO MAKE CORRECTIONS
IN ENGROSSMENT

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that, in the
engrossment of H.R. 3521, the Clerk be
authorized to correct section numbers,
punctuation, and cross-references and
to make such other technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary
to reflect the actions of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

————
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

———

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 3630, TEMPORARY PAY-
ROLL TAX CUT CONTINUATION
ACT OF 2011

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion to instruct on H.R.
3630.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RI-
VERA). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Bishop of New York moves that the
managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill H.R. 3630 be instructed to file a con-
ference report not later than February 17,
2012.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BISHOP)
and the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
WALDEN) each will control 30 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this motion to instruct
conferees is very simple and straight-
forward. It directs conferees negoti-
ating extensions of the payroll tax cut,
unemployment insurance, and the SGR
to file their conference report by Feb-
ruary 17, 2012.

Day in and day out, Members of this
body come to the floor to speak about
the level of uncertainty that is hin-
dering the U.S. economy and stifling
job growth. We have heard Speaker
BOEHNER argue that the Bush tax cuts
must be extended in perpetuity to re-
lieve corporations of uncertainty. We
have heard our Tea Party friends rally
against the deficit in order to reduce
uncertainty for job creators.

Time and time again, we’ve heard our
Republican colleagues speak of the un-
certainty that EPA regulations have
created for expanding jobs. Yet, when
we contemplate the uncertainty cre-
ated for consumers, small businesses,
doctors, and the unemployed driven by
Congress’ inability to address the pay-
roll tax extension, the SGR fix, and un-
employment benefits, our Republican
friends are suddenly silent.
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We all remember the debate in De-
cember when, after years of touting the
benefits of tax cuts, our Republican
colleagues suddenly changed their
minds when a payroll tax cut was con-
sidered, a tax cut that will provide im-
mediate relief for millions of Ameri-
cans and will immediately benefit the
economy.

As we’ve debated these issues for sev-
eral months, we’ve seen the data and
heard from economists who say extend-
ing the payroll tax cut and unemploy-
ment insurance is good for American
families, businesses and economic
growth. It isn’t the silver bullet to
solving all of our Nation’s problems,
but it’s a step in the right direction, a
step that can provide some relief to the
unemployed and stimulate consumer
spending, which is fundamental to im-
proving the overall economy.

By extending the payroll tax cut
through the end of the year, 160 million
Americans would continue to take
home more money in their paycheck.
For a family earning $50,000 a year,
that’s about $30 a month, or about
$1,000 for the year.

Without the extension, that $1,000 is
unavailable to families for buying gro-
ceries or putting gas in their vehicles
or buying their children new clothes
for school which, when spent at local
businesses, sparks economic activity.
These facts are indisputable.

Moody’s Analytics estimates that for
every dollar spent on the payroll tax
cut it produces $1.27 in economic activ-
ity. JP Morgan Chase economists also
estimated that ending the payroll tax
cut and halting an extension of unem-
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ployment would shave .75 percent off
the GDP next year. Macroeconomic Ad-
visers provided a similar analysis last
year, stating that allowing the pay roll
tax cut to lapse would reduce GDP
growth by .5 percent and cost the econ-
omy 400,000 jobs. A job loss of that
magnitude would destroy the improve-
ments in employment we’ve seen since
President Obama took office.

Last week, the Labor Department re-
ported that 243,000 jobs were added to
the economy in January, marking the
23rd consecutive month of private sec-
tor job growth. The unemployment
rate also fell to 8.3 percent, the lowest
point since February of ’09. Now, we
clearly still have a long, long way to
go, but failure to extend these critical
programs would stifle the progress we
have seen thus far and thwart future
growth.

But Americans don’t know if they’ll
have that extra $80 a month to spend
come March 1, and businesses are
equally uncertainly about whether or
not their customers will have that
extra income to spend.

Yesterday, Mark Zandi, the chief
economist at Moody’s Analytics, told
the Joint Economic Committee that it
is vital, vital to extend both the pay-
roll tax cut and unemployment insur-
ance, which together could add .9 per-
cent to GDP if done for the whole year.
He also said the failure to do so would
deal ‘‘a significant blow to the econ-
omy, cutting growth by almost one full
percentage point.”’

We must extend both the payroll tax
cut and unemployment insurance. Un-
employment insurance provides tem-
porary relief to Americans who lose
their jobs through no fault of their
own. In a sense, it’s a bridge to reem-
ployment. The average weekly benefit
in 2011 was $300 a week. That’s $1,200 a
month. Take that away and millions of
unemployed Americans lose a lifeline
to put gas in their tank to get to that
job interview, or to hire a babysitter
while they go out to look for a job.
Every little bit helps to get them back
on their feet, and that’s all Americans
want to do, get back to work.

In every recession since 1957, the Fed-
eral Government has stepped in to pro-
vide additional support for unemployed
workers. Without an extension, 5 mil-
lion people will exhaust their benefits
by the end of 2012.

Furthermore, under the GOP pro-
posal in December to adjust the unem-
ployment program, 3.3 million people
would lose their unemployment bene-
fits.

The Council of Economic Advisers es-
timates that if unemployment benefits
are not extended, the economy can be
expected to generate 478,000 fewer jobs.
That’s fewer jobs by the end of 2014, an
estimate that is consistent with CBO
projections. CBO also estimates that
$36 billion spent on unemployment in-
surance would raise GDP between $14
billion and $54 billion, or about .22 per-
cent.

The Economic Policy Institute has
also estimated that extending unem-
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ployment through next year would cre-
ate $70 billion in economic activity and
a .4 percent increase in GDP. While
these estimates differ somewhat, they
all point to one thing, increased eco-
nomic activity.

Yet, here we are, debating whether or
not this vital lifeline should be ex-
tended for an additional 10 months. For
struggling families, this is a fright-
ening time to find our elected leaders
squabbling about the Keystone pipeline
and requiring drug testing for unem-
ployment benefits.

As American families continue to
struggle, so too do American busi-
nesses. A survey done in 2011 by the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses found that 53 percent of small
businesses said lack of demand is an
impediment to growth. Extending the
payroll tax cut and unemployment will
put additional money in the hands of
Americans who will, in turn, spend
that money on necessities like food,
clothing, and travel.

When consumer spending represents
roughly 70 percent of our economy, the
policies that create the environment
for growth will be the ones that get
Americans spending again, and we can
do that by putting more money back
into the pockets of Americans strug-
gling to make ends meet.

It’s not just American workers and
the unemployed facing uncertainty.
Medicare doctors and patients are too.
If we don’t act, the SGR formula re-
sponsible for Medicare physician pay-
ments will cut reimbursement by 27.4
percent starting on March 1. A cut this
large will force more doctors out of
Medicare at a time when doctors find it
difficult to treat Medicare patients,
pay employees and keep their practices
open.

A 2011 MEDPAC survey found that 2
percent of Medicare patients reported
having big problems finding a physi-
cian. That may not sound like a lot,
but previous surveys showed patients
having relatively few, if any, problems.

In addition, a 2008 survey done by the
Center for Studying Health System
Change found that about 14 percent of
physicians accepted no new Medicare
patients, and a 2010 survey by the
American Medical Association found
that 17 percent of physicians were re-
stricting the number of Medicare pa-
tients in their practice. If we fail to
find a permanent solution to the SGR,
these numbers will only rise, and Medi-
care patients will not receive the care
they need or deserve.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress must act
to end this uncertainty. I urge my col-
leagues to support this simple motion
to instruct, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WALDEN. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we’ve seen this motion
to instruct before; and it calls on the
conferees, of which I'm a member, to
act, and to do so by February 17, I be-
lieve is the date that’s been suggested.
We would like to act. In fact, we await
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an alternative from the Senate. The
conference committee has met and, led
by our very capable chairman, DAVE
CAMP of Michigan, we’ve held, I be-
lieve, three or four open joint House-
Senate Republican-Democrat con-
ference discussions, meetings which
hadn’t happened around here. Certainly
in the last Congress I don’t think it
ever happened. And we’re doing it in
the broad daylight, and we’ve had four
of those, and our staffs are having
some discussions.

But you’ve got to go back and under-
stand that the House, under Repub-
lican leadership, actually passed a 1-
year extension of the unemployment
benefits. The House, Republican led,
passed a 2-year doc fix, which meant
for seniors who are on Medicare that
the physicians they rely so much on for
their health care, those physicians
would continue to be able to afford to
see them and not face a 27.4 percent cut
in the reimbursement rates.

Now, here’s the deal. We passed that,
and we funded it, and we did it for 2
years, not 2 months—2 years. We did
the payroll tax, as it’s called by my
friends on the other side of the aisle,
payroll tax, middle class tax, working-
American tax cut for a full year.

Now, there’s a debate about whether
that should be offset or not, because
our party has said, you know, when we
reduce the tax burden on hardworking
middle class Americans, families and
job creators, we shouldn’t have to go
raise somebody else’s taxes to do that.

Now, the difference on this, if we’re
talking about Social Security taxes,
this is about reducing the amount of
money that you and I, Mr. Speaker,
you and I pay into Social Security and
every working American that pays into
Social Security. We’re saying, you get
to reduce how much you pay into So-
cial Security by this 2 percent.

Now, those of us on this side of the
aisle believe that the Social Security
trust fund has been raided once too
many times by both parties over time,
but that should stop. And so if we’re
going to reduce how much goes into
Social Security, we should offset that
somehow so that the fund is not
drained, and that can be done in a mul-
titude of ways.

But it should be done because other-
wise it’s less money going into the So-
cial Security trust fund. And I think
we’d all have to admit, as the actuaries
do, that at the end of the day, the So-
cial Security trust fund is not the best
funded trust fund on the planet, and we
are going to need to do some work to
secure the retirement of future genera-
tions in Social Security.
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So back to the point here, the House
passed all of that. We did a 1-year pay-
roll tax reduction so that hardworking
middle class Americans would have tax
relief. They’d have that extra money in
the pocket, and Lord knows they need
it, especially when you see what’s hap-
pened under this President with energy
costs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I think gasoline was $1.86 a gallon
when President Obama took office, and
we now go to the pump and it’s some-
where between $3-something or $4 and
pushing over $4 depending on where
you are in America. You’ve got to have
a little extra money just to try and
keep up and take your kids to soccer
and go to school and go to work. It’s
hard out there.

So we passed that, a year extension
of that, and a full year extension of un-
employment for those who have strug-
gled in this horrible economy. There
have been 11 recessions since World
War II. This is the worst in terms of a
recovery from a recession.

When Ronald Reagan was President,
we had a horrible recession in the early
eighties. We came out of that reces-
sion, and if it were at the same pace
now as then, you’d create something
like 15 million, 16 million new jobs,
which means virtually everybody who’s
unemployed and still uncounted, be-
cause a lot of people who have fallen
off the unemployment rolls aren’t
counted, all of them would have jobs if
we were growing at the same pace we
did when President Reagan was in of-
fice and we came out of that recession.

But we’re not. The policies really
haven’t worked. The so-called stimulus
that the American taxpayers were told
if it would just pass, somehow unem-
ployment would never get above 8 per-
cent. Now, a trillion-plus dollars later
with interest, payments that the next
generation will get to pay back, we’re
somehow supposed to celebrate unem-
ployment that’s dropped to 8.3.

I’'m glad to see the improvement. I'm
glad to see the job gains in the private
sector. For goodness sakes, my wife
and I have been small business owners
since 1986 in Oregon. I understand what
it’s like to sign the front of a payroll
check and the back and to grow a busi-
ness and to deal in good times and in
bad.

But the long and short of this is this
is a horrible recession, so coming out
of this we need that bridge. We put
some reforms in unemployment to help
people, to lift them up, to give them in-
centive when they’re out there for a
yvear, year and a half, 2 years that
maybe we could help them get a better
education, encourage that, allow
States to encourage that, to help them
get a GED, because all of the data
shows that if you have a high school di-
ploma, if you have a GED, the odds of
you getting hired are much higher.

Then we gave the States the oppor-
tunity to do drug screening.

I’'ve heard from a lot of employers in
my district out in rural Oregon that
say, We do drug tests, and Congress-
man, you’d be shocked at how many
people apply for the job and can’t pass
the drug test. Well, if you can’t pass
the drug test, then maybe you really
aren’t actively seeking work in a way
that’s legitimate because you can’t get
hired and yet you’re on unemployment,
so why don’t we do some sort of screen,
figure out that problem that you have,
and help you then get treatment.
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So we said to States, we’re going to
do away with a Federal decision that’s,
I don’t know, 20, 30, 40 years old that
said States don’t have this authority. I
think States could actually manage
this pretty well. That was in the bill
the House passed.

So we did all of these things: A 1-year
reduction in the taxes people pay into
Social Security, the payroll tax deduc-
tion, a 2-year fix for your physicians
who treat our families on Medicare.
Both of my parents, they’re gone now,
they were on Medicare. My wife’s par-
ents, who’ve also passed away, they
were on Medicare. This is an incredibly
valuable program. But we passed a 2-
year fix for them.

The 1-year for unemployment and the
1-year for the middle class tax cut. All
of that went over to the Senate. And
this is probably something maybe we
can agree on here. What we got back
from the other Chamber was a 2-month
extension of those things.

Now, some of us stayed around here
when the House said, Really? A 2-
month, when this is a 1-year and 2-year
problem? Why don’t you appoint some
negotiators? So the Speaker of the
House, Mr. BOEHNER, appointed the ne-
gotiators through the House side. We
hoped that the Senate would appoint
negotiators. They didn’t. They didn’t
appoint anybody. In fact, they left
town.

Eventually, when nobody showed up
after we’d been here for a week, trying
to see if we couldn’t bring both sides,
the House and the Senate together, Re-
publicans and Democrats, work out
something more than a 2-month deal,
they wouldn’t show. And we ended up
passing a 2-month extension. Which by
the way, Mr. Speaker, puts us right
back where we are right now. Which is
why we have this motion to instruct
from my friends on the other side of
the aisle calling on the conference
committee to get its work done by the
17th.

So we have worked for that. In fact,
the last time this was voted on here it
was overwhelming. I think there were
only 16 ‘“‘no” votes in the House. So we
want to get this done, too.

Now, the Republican conferees have
met today, as we’ve done over the last
week or two. The Democrat Senate
conferees, by the way, they had a re-
treat today down at the Nationals ball-
park in some meeting room. There was
a planning retreat. Both parties have
had these in the House. But it just sort
of caused a pause in the effort because
the Democrats were all off at a policy
retreat today from the Senate, so we
weren’t able to accomplish much
today.

But we hope to get something from
the Senate because, you see, they go
into the conference and they had this
2-month effort against our 1l-year. So
we can’t negotiate against ourselves.
So we’re waiting for a proposal back
from the Senate, which we hope to get
soon. If we do, tomorrow we’ll meet at
10 o’clock. Republicans, Democrats,
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House and Senate to try and work this
through. We want to get this done. The
American people deserve to have us get
this done. We’re working on a way to
do that.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 1 minute for a couple
of quick comments.

We all have the same set of facts. The
Senate conferees were appointed on De-
cember 23, the very same day that the
provision that we’re talking about
passed the House by unanimous con-
sent. The conference committee did
not meet until the 27th of January for
the first time. That’s one.

Two, we talk about the Reagan reces-
sion. The Reagan recession was no-
where near as severe as the, let’s call it
the Bush recession. The GDP fourth
quarter of 2008 declined at an annual
decline of over 8 percent. Most severe
recession we have had since the Great
Depression. Jobs lost.

Last 14 months of the Bush adminis-
tration, we lost jobs every single
month, culminating in his last month
in office, a job loss of 735,000 jobs.
President Obama has been President
for 36 months. We’ve had job growth,
private sector job growth, in 23 of those
months.

Drug testing, one comment: Over
400,000 Americans have lost their jobs
in the last 3 years as a result of cor-
porations outsourcing to other coun-
tries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I yield my-
self another 30 seconds.

So these are people who lost their
jobs, ready, willing, and able to do
them, lost their jobs as a result of,
really, corporations unrelentingly pur-
suing profits at the expense of middle
class Americans. Do we really want to
add insult to injury and tell them if
they mneed unemployment, they’re
going to have to be drug tested?

I yield 3 minutes to my friend from
Vermont (Mr. WELCH).

Mr. WELCH. The major reason why
this motion to instruct is timely is the
answer to this question. What will we
know after February 17 that we don’t
know now? There is going to be no new
information. So what would justify the
delay?

What we know now, number one, is
that Republican economists and Demo-
cratic economists say that this is a
very fragile recovery, that we’re all
happy that the unemployment rate is
going down, but we’re all concerned
that it’s unacceptably too high. And
when you have Republican and Demo-
cratic-aligned economists saying
unanimously to take this money out of
the economy at this time would stall
the recovery, we all agree that we can’t
do that. So that’s not going to change
between now and February 17.

Secondly, we know that on the pay-
for, we have clear lines of division on
this. If you have a pay-for that basi-
cally takes with one hand what was

The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

given in the other, in other words you
cut spending on things that help mid-
dle class families in order to pay for a
2 percent reduction in their payroll
tax, that zeroes out the stimulative ef-
fect.

So from a macroeconomic point of
view, it does no good for the economy,
when all of us assert that our goal is to
help the economy.

The second question is political tac-
tics, and the political tactic of this
Congress has been brinksmanship. On
December 10, when we just about
turned the lights out on government, it
was a last-minute agreement that fi-
nally kept them on. It included a tax
provision that extended the high-in-
come tax cuts, added $800 billion to the
deficit, and created some significant
anxiety in the markets as to whether
this institution could do its job.
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Fast-forward to August of 2011 and to
the fiasco—that’s the only word that
can be used—of this House of Rep-
resentatives actually having a debate
about whether it was legitimate for the
people of this country to not pay their
bills. That caused enormous anxiety in
the markets. By the way, that hurts
the economy.

In December of last year, we were in
the payroll tax fight, and this is where
I think we get to the heart of the mat-
ter. There is a difference of opinion on
the payroll tax. The Democratic side is
essentially for it, and it was very clear
the Republicans were against it, and
there was kicking and dragging when
the Speaker came back with the unani-
mous consent and overrode the action
that had previously been taken.

So the reality of the situation we’re
in now is that the other side is saying,
yes, yes, yes, they’re for a payroll tax
reduction; but their actions say, no
way, no way, no way.

It’s time to act.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask how much time remains on both
sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 21 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from New
York has 17%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. WALDEN. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I now yield 3 minutes to the gen-

tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAS-
CRELL).
Mr. PASCRELL. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, thankfully we’re in a
leap year, because we have 2 weeks to
the day to come to an agreement to ex-
tend the payroll tax cut, the doc fix,
and the important unemployment ben-
efits.

We can’t let taxes go up for the
American people by $100 billion. Let’s
get this clear what this costs. Yet the
majority is willing to bail out certain
banks, to protect billionaires from hav-
ing their taxes go up by one dime, and
the majority has to be dragged kicking
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and screaming to provide the middle
class a little help.

The gentleman from New York was
absolutely correct to compare what the
Reagan administration faced—and I
thought they did a good job in respond-
ing to the problem—to this almost ca-
tastrophe off the cliff, which is a
stretch beyond one’s imagination. It
doesn’t stand up to logic. So far this
year, the economic indicators have
shown some improvements, not what
you would like, not what I would like,
not what the gentleman from Long Is-
land would like. Well, we’re going in
the right direction. I'm sorry if some
folks on the other side don’t like that,
but that’s what’s happening.

We’ve had 23 months of private sector
job growth and increases not since the
mid-nineties in manufacturing. When
the President raised his hand in Janu-
ary of 2009, we were losing 750,000 jobs
a month. Now the unemployment rate
dropped to 8.3 percent, which is no-
where either side wants it to be. How-
ever, the failure to pass a payroll tax
cut would put the brakes on our eco-
nomic growth by reducing our gross do-
mestic product by $28 billion off the
bat. The recovery is still fragile. The
States, including my home State of
New Jersey, have an above average un-
employment rate. Unfortunately, the
failure to pass an extension would also
hurt New Jersey more than almost
every other State.

First, folks living in Bergen County,
they lose $1,400. Now, that may not
seem like a lot if you’re paying a tax
rate of 13.9 percent—hint, hint—but it
is a significant amount of money di-
rectly in the pockets of the middle
class families in northern New Jersey.
Nationwide, the failure to pass an ex-
tension would reduce employment by
$350,000.

We all agree, Mr. Speaker, that this
payroll tax cut is a good thing, but we
disagree profoundly as to how we’re
going to pay for this. I know it’s tough
for you to come to the well to find
places to pay for it since you didn’t pay
for anything.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. In New Jersey, this
means the construction industry would
lose over $100 billion in sales; manufac-
turing would lose $285 million in sales;
and real estate professionals would lose
$159 million in sales. Overall, there
would be a reduction of over 11,000 jobs.

This is totally unacceptable. The an-
swer to job creation and economic
growth is in front of our faces. Help the
middle class grow with tax relief and
smart investments now. Put it in con-
text.

Mr. WALDEN. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I want to just address a couple of
points.

First of all, my dear friend from New
Jersey, when he talks about the Con-
gress bailing out the banks, may want
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to talk to his colleague from New York
since, I think, he voted for TARP in
that process. Anyway, he may want to
have that discussion right there.

You two are pretty close together.
You can kind of work that deal out.

Mr. PASCRELL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WALDEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. PASCRELL. We were all in on
this for good or for bad, and we could
level the same criticisms about bailing
out the auto industry. Some banks
took advantage of it and played it
straight; some did not.

Mr. WALDEN. In reclaiming my
time, I don’t disagree with that. I
didn’t support some of those bailouts
either, although I did vote to make
sure their financial system didn’t col-
lapse. My point is we faced some tough
problems. We actually got over the
hump in a bipartisan way, and we can
do that here.

The interesting thing is that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are the ones who, I believe, in most
cases voted against the long-term pay-
roll tax reduction the Republicans put
forward; they voted against the 1l-year
extension of unemployment and the 2-
year doc fix.

Mr. PASCRELL. May I respond?

Mr. WALDEN. Wait a minute. I've
got a couple of other things I was going
to share with you first.

So that’s what the House passed;
right?

What we got back from the Senate
was the 2-month short-term that we’re
all upset about. Because I agree with
you. Having been a small business
owner, there were a couple of things
that were bad about that 2-month ex-
tension, which we actually, in the end,
tweaked and fixed. One is just doing
the payroll—trying to get the for-
mulas, the calculations, the software
in your payroll system. All that had to
be changed for employers, and we actu-
ally got that fixed at the end, which is
a good thing.

Going forward, we need long-term
predictability and certainty, and that’s
what Republicans thought and Speaker
BOEHNER thought in the beginning,
which was, why don’t we stop kicking
these cans down the road on short-
terms and get away from these prob-
lems that were such an issue last year
that riled the markets, as one of our
colleagues said earlier. Why were we
forced into this mess with short-term
continuing resolutions that time and
again we came right up to the brink
on? Why? Because, under Speaker
PELOSI, my friends on the other side of
the aisle did not produce a budget nor
did they fund the agencies for the full
fiscal year.

Mr. PASCRELL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WALDEN. No, I won’t, not at
this moment. Don’t leave. I'll get to
you.

I've got to finish this because this is
the problem with the dysfunctional na-
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ture of what happened here in Congress
2 years ago, which then, when we took
the majority in January of last year,
we inherited—no budget—just like our
colleagues on other side have not pro-
duced a budget in more than 1,000 days.
They still haven’t produced a budget. If
you and I were on a board of directors
of some nonprofit and if we didn’t do a
budget every year, they’d rightfully
say that you’re being malfeasant, that
you’re not doing your job.

So the House passed a budget. The
House, under Speaker BOEHNER, also
funded the government. That wasn’t
easy, but we only have a majority on a
good day in a third of the process, so
we had to work with our friends on the
other side and with the President
downtown. At the end of the day,
though, we funded the government for
the rest of the fiscal year.

You talk about anxiety in the mar-
kets and all that. By the way, in hav-
ing brought some stability back to gov-
ernment, in having seriously said we
have to pay for spending and cuts by
cutting spending, the market now is at
the highest level it has been since the
crash in ’08 or thereabouts. So it is
coming back. Now, that doesn’t help
the average Joe out there on the street
necessarily or people trying to find
work, and there has been a lot of effort
to try and deal with that, but we have
a long way to go. I agree with my col-
league that none of us is happy at 8.3.
None of us was really happy at 10 or, in
parts of my district, at 16 percent un-
employment, so we have a long way to
go.
I would yield just briefly.
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Mr. PASCRELL. I would agree with
much of what the gentleman is saying,
and we need a bipartisan solution.

Mr. WALDEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. PASCRELL. The problem is,
you’ve failed to mention that how you
paid for this is what really caused the
disagreement, whether it was August
or even December. Even December, go
back to December when we had another
opportunity, and we did not rise to
that occasion. If you are not willing to
at least come together and compromise
on how you pay for these things—I
know it’s a difficult thing, and I re-
spect the integrity of your words and
yourself when I say this through the
Speaker. I say this wholeheartedly and
full-heartedly. If we can’t agree on how
we’re going to pay for the payroll tax
cut because if you look at what you’ve
suggested—you’re suggesting that we
go deeper into the general budget and
cut things that are near and dear to
not only yourself—

Mr. WALDEN. I'm going to reclaim
my time because you actually have
time, and you might want to get some
yielded on that.

The point is, the discussion we are
having right now is on how to pay for
it. That is the discussion we are having
with the Senate, and there is disagree-
ment. But there should be no mis-
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understanding that it was the Repub-
lican House that put forward the 1-year
extension of the payroll tax cut for
these same working-class folks. It was
the Republican House that put forward
a 2-year fix for the docs so they had
certainty in their medical practices
and could continue to see seniors on
Medicare. And it was the House that
passed the 1l-year extension on unem-
ployment. We just think the ‘“‘spend it
even when you don’t have it days are
over.

This country’s job outlook is affected
because of this country’s government’s
failure to cut spending. We don’t have
a revenue problem; we have a spending
problem. There is nothing that has a
longer chance of living in America
than a government program created in
Washington. We have got to do a better
job. It’s not easy. The hardest thing
you can do in this job is to tell some-
body ‘“‘no.” But you know what, for too
many times, too many people in this
Chamber over the years have only said
“yes’” to spending and creating new
programs. That has to change.

So we did have a debate about in-
creasing the debt ceiling. And for the
first time we said, It’s not going to be
that automatic Democratic Dick Gep-
hardt rule that said, when you pass a
budget, you raise the debt ceiling auto-
matically. We thought it was time to
have the debate. As painful as it was,
as difficult as it was to say, We have to
offset this increase in deficit by cut-
ting spending, I know, as a small busi-
ness owner, our small business would
have been broke if it had been run as
this government runs.

Now there are good times and bad
times in government, and you can
work around some level of borrowing
and some level of deficit. But it isn’t
far from this porch out here to the debt
crisis Greece has and Portugal has and
the European countries have and are
facing right now. We have time to fix
that; and that’s why we’re saying rath-
er than cut the funding going into So-
cial Security and not replace it with
something else is a mistake. That is
what we’re saying.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

The gentleman referenced my vote on
TARP. I did, indeed, vote for TARP. I
found myself in pretty good company.
Mr. CANTOR voted for TARP. Mr. BOEH-
NER voted for TARP.

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from New York for this op-
portunity.

We got some welcome economic news
last Friday that companies added
about 250,000 private sector jobs. It’s
long overdue, and we hope and pray
that it continues for many, many



H620

months to come. The country is com-
ing back, but we have a very long way
to go.

I think one of the reasons why the
country is coming back is because at
the beginning of 2011, everybody who
earned a wage in this country got a
fairly substantial tax cut so that they
would buy more in the stores and
maybe eat a little bit in the res-
taurants and buy more goods and serv-
ices. And I think that and some other
things started to work.

The worst thing that we could do
would be to interrupt that recovery by
failing to extend this tax relief for mid-
dle class Americans. I'm willing to
take at face value that I think almost
everyone in this House agrees with
that proposition. And I think everyone
agrees with the proposition that it
would do great harm to our economy
not to make this happen.

Here is what I think stands in the
way of where we are and where we need
to get to: in any negotiation, you can’t
succeed by negotiation through ulti-
matum. There are some things that I
really think ought to happen. I, frank-
ly, think the way to pay for this is a
very small tax surcharge on the very
wealthiest Americans. I think that
those who make more than $1 million a
year, who have gotten, by the way, 90
percent of the pay increases in this
country over the last decade, I think
asking them to contribute to deficit re-
duction is a fair and reasonable thing
to do. I think it’s what we should do.
But I don’t think we should make it an
ultimatum. And I don’t think our party
is making it an ultimatum.

The problem here, as I see it, is that
the last time we went around in this 1-
year extension, we heard from the
other side two very important matters
that I think are rather extraneous to
solving this problem. The first had the
functional effect of a cut in unemploy-
ment benefits. Now, at a time when
there are four unemployed Americans
for every one open job, I think to pre-
sume that the unemployed are lazy or
are not working hard to find a job is
really just factually incorrect and,
frankly, indefensible. So we don’t agree
with extending this recovery by cut-
ting the unemployment benefits of peo-
ple out there looking for work. We just
don’t think that’s a good idea. Then
the other ultimatum came on the issue
of the pipeline. And there are all dif-
ferent views on the pipeline—some pro,
some con—within both parties.

I hope that what we’re able to do is
to stop the negotiation by ultimatum
and extend this for the rest of the year.
And the purpose of Mr. BISHOP’S
amendment needs to be looked at.
There is no good reason why this can’t
be done by the 17th of February.
Frankly, it should have been done by
the 17th of January. And we all made
this decision at the end of December.
There was no reason why this couldn’t
have been done in the month of Janu-
ary, but here we are.

When the American people have a
dispute in their family, in their busi-
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ness, at the labor negotiations table, at
their school board, no matter where
they are, they do not negotiate by ulti-
matum. Neither should the Congress.
And, frankly, when I heard from the
other side in December that we must
do the pipeline or no extension of the
tax cut, you know, we must cut unem-
ployment benefits or no extension of
the tax cut, that’s no way to run the
country. And that’s not what we ought
to do.

Mr. WALDEN. How much time re-
mains on each side, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 13% minutes.
The gentleman from New York has 10%2
minutes.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to just point out a cou-
ple of things so we get on the same
terms here. I was actually here until
the 23rd day of December, as were the
Republicans appointed to be conferees.
I don’t know that Leader PELOSI had
appointed Democrat conferees at that
point. I don’t think in that process she
had yet, although she did somewhere
thereafter. Maybe on the 23rd, but not
in between. The Senate wasn’t here.
And even though we tried to get them
to appoint conferees prior to that, they
did not. So on the 23rd is when we fi-
nally said, It’s over. They weren’t com-
ing back, and we ended up agreeing to
the 2-month extension, which leaves us
here.

Now, my friend from New Jersey
talked about this should have been
done by January 17. Well, there’s only
one problem with that: the Senate
didn’t come back into session until the
24th of January. The conferees could
have met during that period. In fact,
we would have met during that period;
but, frankly, there were Members—
probably from both parties and both
Houses—who were not available to
meet. And I know for sure in the Sen-
ate, some of the conferees were not
available to meet because they weren’t
exactly in the country. So that wasn’t
going to happened until we were both
in session.

I believe the State of the Union was
Tuesday night, the 24th. 1 Dbelieve
that’s the day the Senate came back. I
may be off by a day. But that’s why
this thing didn’t start up. Which, by
the way, is why in December we begged
the Senate, Why don’t we work this out
December 23? Why don’t we work this
out December 22, 21, 19, 18, go on back.
We were ready and we stayed, and they
chose not to. They had a big vote and
said, We’re going to do 2 months. We’ll
see you at the end of January. So that
is where we are.
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Mr. ANDREWS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WALDEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. ANDREWS. Is the gentleman as-
serting that the Senate was in recess
until January 24?
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Mr. WALDEN. I believe it was.

Mr. ANDREWS. That means that the
gentleman must support President
Obama’s appointments to the Labor
Board?

Mr. WALDEN. Reclaiming my time,
that’s cute and clever. You and I know
that’s not exactly the same issue. And
I would assert that if a different Presi-
dent, a different party had done that,
you might share the same concerns
that some of us have. We were not offi-
cially in recess, but they were not in
town, either. Both Chambers open and
close every 3 days. That’s how it’s been
done in the recent past.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I yield my-
self 30 seconds so we all have the same
set of facts.

It’s my understanding that the chair-
man of the conference committee, Mr.
CAMP, was on a codel to South America
during the period of time that the gen-
tleman from Oregon cites, and it is up
to the chairman of the conference com-
mittee to call the conference.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN).

Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. I
thank the gentleman from New York
for the time.

Mr. Speaker, this matter of whether
to extend the payroll tax for middle
class Americans for 160 million Ameri-
cans is a no-brainer for most Ameri-
cans. It has to be done. 160 million
Americans should get a tax increase
because the Republicans don’t want to
share the sacrifice of cutting spending
and balancing our budget? We have to
pay for the sins of the Republican ma-
jority who want to balance the Amer-
ican budget on the backs of working
class Americans, seniors, veterans, and
the middle class? That makes no sense.
It’s not right.

Now, my colleague from the other
side of the aisle says that the Demo-
crats want to take money from Social
Security to pay for this. That’s not
true, Mr. Speaker. In my opinion, that
is obviously not true. This is from the
party, Mr. Speaker, that wanted to pri-
vatize Social Security. The Repub-
licans wanted to privatize Social Secu-
rity, and everyone knows it.

I'm not going to yield.

The Republicans just voted last year
to end Medicare.

So the American people are not
fooled about whose side the Repub-
licans are on and whose side the Demo-
crats are on, Mr. Speaker. The Demo-
crats are for working people, for the
American middle class, for seniors, for
veterans, for labor. So the Republicans
say, Mr. Speaker, that they want 160
million Americans to have their pay-
roll taxes go up. They want 50 million
senior citizens in America to be threat-
ened with the loss of health care be-
cause they are going to deny the doc-
tors who treat the seniors full reim-
bursement for their treatments. And
they want to cut unemployment bene-
fits that put food on the table for tens
of millions of Americans who are out
there looking for work because the Re-
publicans do not want to share the sac-
rifice. They want to cut spending on
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the backs of the middle class working
Americans and seniors.

They voted to privatize Social Secu-
rity. They voted to end Medicare. Who
is anybody kidding when they say that
this bill to extend unemployment bene-
fits, to keep the payroll tax cut for 160
million Americans, and to keep seniors
having doctors care for them because
the doctors will still get full Medicare
reimbursement has anything to do
with seniors? The Democrats are for
Social Security, Medicare, and seniors,
and everyone knows it.

It’s time for our Republican col-
leagues—I'm a Democrat who voted
against TARP and for the car company
bailout—to get their priorities
straight.

Vote for this continuation of unem-
ployment benefits, for unemployment
insurance, and full payment to doctors
who take care of our Nation’s seniors.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
set the record straight.

First of all, my colleague who just
spoke, it was his party that raided
Medicare as part of the President’s
health care legislation by $500 billion.
That’s a fact.

Now, when he says that my party
ended Medicare, that is not a fact. And,
in fact, PolitiFact, the independent ar-
biter of what we all say here to see if
it’s truthful, said that the notion that
that is true is the biggest untruth of
the year. They gave it that award be-
cause they knew that it wasn’t true.
And I know it’s not true.

Now, I'm trying to figure out what
my friend, and he is my friend, means
when he said that this isn’t somehow
raiding Social Security’s trust fund be-
cause the payroll tax that is at issue
here that is being reduced by 2 percent
is the payment that, if it were made,
would go into Social Security. That’s
the payroll tax.

I won’t yield at this moment. You
wouldn’t yield to me. I'll let you use
your folks’ time.

Now that is being offset. And by the
way, the offsets that we are talking
about as part of this legislation almost
in every case received bipartisan sup-
port in this House, and sometimes
overwhelming bipartisan support. And
many of those offsets were actually
recommended by the President of the
United States, Mr. Obama, as part of a
different package as things that he
thought made sense.

And so we said, you know what?
Maybe there’s some common ground
here. The President recommended
some of these offsets as ways to reduce
government spending and pay for other
things as part of the supercommittee
process. And so if he thought it was
okay there, maybe we can finally find
some common ground, and we’ll say
you like that there, and so we’ll use
that here so we don’t increase the def-
icit, don’t hurt jobs, and don’t leave
our kids with an unimaginable debt.

So Republicans are the ones who’ve
said, We’re not going to let you raid
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Social Security. We’ll reduce the pay-
roll tax payment, the Social Security
tax payment, but we’re going to offset
it so that the fund is not any further
reduced. I think that’s an important
principle that I would hope we would
all share.

And so I just say that it was the
President’s health care plan that took
$500 billion out of Medicare. I don’t
know, I'm a fan of Medicare. I've seen
what it does for seniors. I saw what it
did for my parents and my wife’s par-
ents. I want to make sure it’s preserved
for the future, just like I want to make
sure Social Security is as well. That’s
why we shouldn’t rob the fund.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 30 seconds for two
quick comments.

I don’t know a single Democrat, not
a single one, who believes that we
should diminish the Social Security
trust fund to handle this Social Secu-
rity payroll tax reduction. We all be-
lieve that the Social Security trust
fund should be held harmless.

Second, with respect to Medicare, the
Affordable Care Act does indeed reduce
the rate of growth of Medicare going
forward by $500 billion. I will point out
that every single Republican in this
Chamber voted for that very same re-
duction in the rate of growth when
they voted for the Ryan budget.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. I thank my friend.

We are here as stewards of our Na-
tion, and we must be here to care for
the people of our Nation, to care for
those who are working hard every day
trying to survive, trying to pay their
mortgages, trying to pay their car pay-
ments, get their kids in school. And all
they’re looking for, 160 million Ameri-
cans, is a continuation of a tax cut. We
should be for that.

Those millions who are unemployed
are also looking for help. They’re look-
ing for recognition that they’ve earned
these unemployment benefits. This
isn’t welfare. It is an earned benefit,
unemployment insurance. We should
make sure they get that benefit.

Now, why do they need it? It’s pretty
obvious. People have to pay their mort-
gages or their rent. They have to feed
their family, and they have to put
clothes on their kids’ backs. They need
this unemployment insurance.

I have trouble understanding, Mr.
Speaker, this proposal that’s before the
Congress in this bill, H.R. 3630, that
would discriminate against Americans
who aren’t employed, who don’t have a
high school diploma, by saying if
you’re going to get unemployment ben-
efits, you have to go to school. Well,
that sounds good, but then it doesn’t
give them any resources to do so. This
sounds too much like urging people to
pick themselves up by their bootstraps
and then stealing their boots.

We should give people unemployment
benefits, and if they have time to go to
school because they don’t have a job,
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we should be paying for that as well.
That helps to uplift the knowledge
level in America, and then when our
economy comes back, we’ll have a bet-
ter-trained workforce.

Now, this other proposal which would
allow States to subject all of those who
apply for unemployment insurance to
drug test needs to be looked at.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. KUCINICH. Has anybody in this
Congress suggested that those who are
getting a bailout should take a drug
test? That those who have oil depletion
allowances should take a drug test?
That those who were the recipients of
the Bush tax cuts in the top bracket
should take a drug test? No. We say the
poorest of the poor should be subject to
drug tests. I mean, come on. Get real.
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We need to create jobs in this econ-
omy, and there’s one way to do it. We
could create 7 million jobs debt-free
with what’s called the NEED Act, the
National Employment Emergency De-
fense Act. Government needs to create
these jobs debt free. We don’t have to
have the unemployment level we have.
We shouldn’t be having this debate.

Mr. WALDEN. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, what Americans really
want is a job. I don’t think there’s any
disagreement between us that that
should be our goal. That’s why as part
of what the Republicans put in the bill
that went to the Senate is a plan to
auction off spectrum that would gen-
erate upwards of 700,000 jobs, according
to some studies—700,000 jobs. It will
spur innovation and spur technology.
That’s in this bill that we’re fighting
for because this is a sector that can
grow good-paying, family jobs that can
keep America in the lead on innovation
and technology.

So the legislation, the American Jobs
Act, which I authored, is in this legis-
lation. It’s a part of this bill. It would
generate net $16.7 billion to help pay
for extending unemployment or to help
pay the Social Security trust fund so
that it doesn’t have to be depleted.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. REED).

Mr. REED. I thank my good friend
from Oregon for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I have sat on this con-
ference committee now for a bunch of
months, and there’s been a lot of
money spent in Washington, DC, and
elsewhere around this Nation saying
that the Republican Party is the Party
of No. Well, let me tell you as I sat in
this conference committee what I
heard, and yesterday was the best ex-
ample of it.

I heard commonsense proposals in
the House bill brought to the con-
ference committee, brought to the Sen-
ate Democrats and said, Look, we have
all supported this. Ninety percent of

The
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these pay-fors for the policy that we’re
trying to enact, the President—the
Democratic President—supports. And
what I heard repeatedly yesterday was,
No, no, no. We are not going to accept
these pay-fors. Even though our Presi-
dent said we’ll accept them, even
though we’ve supported them in the
past, what I heard yesterday was, No,
we’re not going to pay for it.

So I think to the American people
there is a clear division here. What we
stand for in the House Republican side
and in this Chamber is that we are
going to pay for the decisions coming
out of Washington, DC, going forward.

And I will have to say that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
and my particular colleagues in the
Senate on the Democratic side of the
aisle, have tried to go back to the old
politics of do you know what? Let’s
just call everything emergency spend-
ing and we don’t have to pay for it.
That’s old-school politics. That philos-
ophy is done and over with because the
hardworking American taxpayers back
at home, Mr. Speaker, deserve for us to
pay our bills, and that is what we’re
doing.

I am all for true dialogue. If the Sen-
ate is not going to accept the pay-fors
that are in the House bill, then send
over whatever proposals you have to
cover this bill, especially when we’re
talking about Social Security taxes
and when we’re talking about payroll
taxes that are the sole revenue to fund
Social Security.

I've met so many constituents back
at home, Mr. Speaker, that have re-
peatedly told me, Why are you cutting
these taxes? Why are you jeopardizing
Social Security? And what I have said
to them is, I believe that you need to
keep your money, not give it to Wash-
ington and let them waste it and spend
it on policies that are out of here. But
what we will do is I will stand and
make sure that Social Security is made
whole.

That’s what I'm looking for in this
dialogue is that we come together, rec-
ognize that the politics of old is done
and we will pay for our decisions. And
once that happens, I am confident we
can come together and do what hard-
working taxpayers in America want us
to do, and that is extend the payroll,
take care of the unemployment, and
take care of our doctors so that physi-
cians can see our seniors in America
and that Medicare is preserved.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I yield 2
minutes to my friend from Michigan
(Mr. PETERS).

Mr. PETERS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise today in support of Representa-
tive BISHOP’s Democratic motion to in-
struct conferees.

If Congress doesn’t act by the end of
the month, Americans that have lost
their jobs through no fault of their own
will begin losing the unemployment
benefits keeping their family afloat in
these very difficult times. This is why
I'm leading my colleagues in sending a
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letter to the conference committee
urging them to preserve current levels
of unemployment benefits. Families re-
ceiving unemployment benefits are al-
ready facing significant challenges,
and pulling the rug out from under-
neath them would damage our econ-
omy and force these Americans into
poverty.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican col-
leagues like to talk about uncertainty.
When they’re not pushing tax cuts for
the rich as a cure-all for the economy,
they’re blaming uncertainty sup-
posedly created by Wall Street reform
or environmental protections for slow
economic growth.

If my Republican colleagues want to
know what real uncertainty is, I sug-
gest they pick up the phone the next
time one of their constituents who is
staring down the expiration of their
unemployment benefits calls. Real un-
certainty is not knowing if you’re able
to pay for heat. Real uncertainty is not
knowing if you’re able to pay for gro-
ceries. Real uncertainty means spend-
ing a year or more looking for a job
and barely scraping by with unemploy-
ment benefits while some in Wash-
ington want to play politics with the
livelihood of these Americans. Uncer-
tainty is exactly what Republicans are
creating by their refusal to come to the
table and pass a full extension of unem-
ployment benefits and the payroll tax
cut.

I support Representative BISHOP’S
motion to instruct conferees because it
will direct conference committee mem-
bers to stop the delay and issue their
report next week. American families
cannot afford to wait any longer.

Mr. WALDEN. How much time does
each side have remaining, Mr. Speak-
er?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 4%z minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from New
York has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I think this has been a good, thought-
ful, and lively debate because I think
we’ve been able to show each other,
through you, Mr. Speaker, the fact
that the House did its work.

House Republicans put forward a pro-
posal to extend unemployment benefits
for a full year, and we paid for it. We
put forward a proposal to give working
middle class taxpayers a reduction in
the amount they pay into Social Secu-
rity, but we backfilled that money so
that Social Security’s trust fund was
not depleted. And we said to our physi-
cians out there who take care of our
seniors that they would have certainty
and not face a 27.4 percent cut in their
reimbursement rates under Medicare
and that they would have that cer-
tainty for 2 full years. So the facts are
clear what the House passed.

We also included in this legislation
to try and drive new job creation in the
high-tech sector by auctioning off spec-
trum that would generate $16.7 billion
and upwards of 700,000 jobs. That’s a
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high-end number, but let’s say it’s half
that. There are estimates all over the
place. But a few hundred thousand jobs
would be a really great thing, espe-
cially in technology and innovation
and everything that would come from
that. That’s in this bill.

What we got back from the Senate
was 2 months—2 months—2 months—
and a failure to even come to the table.
So the Republican conferees from the
House have been willing to meet any-
time, anywhere. And, in fact, under
Chairman CAMP’s leadership, we have
met in public with our counterparts.

Frankly, we’ve had some good discus-
sions across the table. I want to make
that clear, as well. Between the Repub-
licans and Democrats, House and Sen-
ate, those of us on the conference com-
mittee I think you would say, even
though we may have disagreements,
we’ve had good discussions. And now
we need to get the work done.

In order to get the work done, we
have to have some alternative pro-
posals from the Senate, which hope-
fully we’re going to get, maybe even
tonight. I think that would be helpful
because then we would know what
their position is, because this is kind of
a different sort of conference. We had a
year bill; they had a 2-month bill, and
most of that 2-month bill became law.
So it’s been kind of an awkward con-
ference for the Senate to try and figure
out how to do this, and the House has
a full year or 2-year extension, depend-
ing upon the items at issue here.

So we’ll meet again tomorrow at 10
o’clock, is my understanding, in con-
ference, either in private or in public. I
don’t know. That will be up to the
chairman. But in any case, I don’t care
when or where. I'm ready. Mr. REED
from New York who spoke earlier is
ready, and my other conferees are
ready. We were ready in December to
get this done, we really were, and we
still are. And we’re committed to the
working American people and those
who are trying and struggling to find
jobs to make sure they have that un-
employment insurance. They deserve
that, they need that, and we’re com-
mitted to providing that.
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So, Mr. Speaker, on that note, I don’t
think there will be any objection on
this floor to approving the motion to
instruct conferees to get their work
done by the 17th. I'll certainly support
it, as I have and nearly everyone in the
House has.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. In closing,
let me just make it unmistakably
clear: there is not a single Democrat
that is advocating diminishing the So-
cial Security trust fund. We all agree
that the Social Security trust fund
must be made whole. That is why we
are fully accepting of the fact that this
tax cut—unlike every other tax cut
that’s been passed in this Chamber in
the last 10 years—should be fully paid
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for so that the Social Security trust
fund is not diminished.

Secondly, I want to thank Mr. WAL-
DEN and Mr. REED for their service on
the conference committee; it cannot be
an easy conference. I would just ask
that as you go forward, you be guided
by what Leader CANTOR has said. What
Leader CANTOR has said is that we
should pass what we can agree on, and
we should leave the issues on which we
can’t agree to another day. It certainly
appears as if we agree that we need to
extend the payroll tax deduction, we
need to fix the SGR, and we need to
pass unemployment insurance.

So, let’s pass it. Let’s leave to an-
other day contentious issues like mer-
cury emissions, like the Keystone pipe-
line, like drug testing. Let’s pass what
we can agree on. Let’s debate those
other issues—they’re important, they
deserve a full debate—but let’s not let
them stand in the way of a tax cut for
160 million Americans, access to Medi-
care physicians for 50 million Ameri-
cans, and keeping millions of Ameri-
cans at least with some lifeline with
respect to unemployment insurance.

I urge my colleagues to support this
motion to recommit, and I thank the
gentleman from Oregon for a spirited
debate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

————

FRANK CUSHING

(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, our Capitol Hill community has en-
dured a great loss this week with the
passing of our dear friend, Frank Cush-
ing. Frank passed away early Monday
morning after a year-long battle with
cancer. He was 59 years old.

Frank Cushing left his mark on pub-
lic policy through more than 30 years
of public service in the House and the
Senate.

For those people who understand just
how important fine staff are to our
ability in the House and the Senate to
more effectively serve our public, I
know of no public servant who has
greater respect in this community, in-
deed, around the country, than Frank
Cushing.
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We will be holding a memorial serv-
ice commemorating Frank’s work on
our behalf next Monday at 3 p.m. The
details regarding that service will be in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I urge all
Members who know and love Frank
Cushing to come together and focus
upon his service.

———
PRO-CHOICE CAUCUS

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, there
are few things more universal to the
health and lives of women than birth
control. It is basic health care. It’s es-
sential to women’s economic independ-
ence and professional fulfillment. In
fact, with the swearing-in of our new
colleague from Oregon, we now have 94
women in Congress. My guess is there
would be about half that number with-
out the benefit of contraceptives. That
all began 40 or 50 years ago.

So, when the Speaker said this morn-
ing that Congress must overturn the
President’s policy ‘‘acting on behalf of
the American people,” I'm not really
sure what he’s talking about because
the President’s decision is on the right
side of common sense, sound science,
and public opinion. It enjoys support
from a majority of Americans and a
majority of Catholics.

Let me add that many of my House
colleagues who want to deny access to
contraception are the same ones who
want to cut programs that help women
and families facing unwanted preg-
nancies.

I applaud the President for standing
up to reactionary forces and standing
up for women’s health care and wom-
en’s freedom.

———
STOCK ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary b, 2011, the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the minority leader.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, from
Main Street to Wall Street, it is com-
mon knowledge that insider trading of
stocks is a crime. In 2004, celebrity
homemaker Martha Stewart was sen-
tenced to 5 months in prison. In 2011,
Wall Street titan Raj Rajaratnam was
sentenced to 11 years in prison for prof-
iting from stocks bought and sold on
insider information.

Despite these headline-grabbing con-
victions, when it comes to Members of
Congress, the law of the land clearly
does not apply. In the Halls of Con-
gress, there are no clear laws pre-
venting Members of Congress from
using their public office to obtain in-
sider information and trade stocks for
private enrichment. We thought last
week when the Senate passed the
STOCK Act 96-3 that the House would
have a chance to follow and that we
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would be moving forward to remedy
that wrong. We were unfortunately
very much wrong. We had had a mark-
up 2 months ago in December on the
STOCK Act; and at the last moment,
the bill was snatched away, the meet-
ing was adjourned, and we heard no
more.

After the Senate passed the bill, the
House decided that they indeed would
pass one, any kind that was going to be
strengthened and made better. We dis-
covered yesterday that what was going
to happen was that we would no longer
have a freestanding bill, but instead we
would have a suspension bill.

Let me take just a second to explain
the difference between those two bills.
We would have had an opportunity
under a regular bill to be able to amend
it, and we would have been given the
right to recommit. Under suspension,
we can do nothing but vote it up or
down. This bill, which has the most
support that I've seen in my 20 years in
Congress, more editorial support all
over this country and support in parts
of Europe, is more than you can even
imagine, and it was simply taken
away. Was it made stronger? Abso-
lutely not. We said yesterday that we
were afraid the euphemism for making
stronger meant that the bill would be
gutted, and indeed it was.

The part called ‘‘political intel-
ligence,” which is an investment that
people make in getting political intel-
ligence from Members of Congress and
their staff, yields $402 million a year
just simply from information traded
from Members of Congress and sold to
the clients of hedge fund dealers. We're
pretty disappointed about that. It hap-
pened in the dark of night. We didn’t
even know it was going to be in the bill
until 10:30.

I was really pleased today to hear
from both Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator LEAHY of their great disappoint-
ment regarding what the House had
done, and we are demanding that we
have a conference on these two bills so
that we can have an opportunity to
keep political intelligence in that bill
because of its major importance. In
fact, if we do nothing, this totally un-
regulated industry will simply con-
tinue to prosper in the shadows with no
one watching.

In a way, the STOCK Act is a state-
ment of how we view ourselves, and it
certainly is the relationship to those
that we serve. It’s a reflection of our
role as public citizens and knowledge
that while we may receive the honors
and power conferred by our service, we
ourselves are equal in our rights and
responsibilities just as every other sin-
gle American citizen. No matter how
powerful our position, no matter how
hallowed the Halls we walk, no one
here is above the law.
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With the passage of the STOCK Act,
Congress could have moved one step
closer to living up to the faith and
trust bestowed upon us by the Amer-
ican people, citizens for whom we
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serve. Unfortunately, that has been
snatched away from us at the 13th
hour.

We are hoping either for a reconsider-
ation by the leadership of this House or
that we can, with the help of the Sen-
ators that I've mentioned, be able to
demand a conference between the two
Houses on the bill they passed and the
travesty that we will be passing here.

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentlelady.

Mr. Speaker, the gentlelady from
New York has a long history of service
and was concerned about ethics before
ethics were in vogue, and certainly be-
fore ‘60 Minutes’ came on.

All of us here enjoying in this peo-
ple’s House the incredible honor and re-
sponsibility and privilege that we have
been given by our neighbors, we gather
in here as teachers and soldiers, as
microbiologists, as new Members, at-
torneys who join us here, and were sent
here from across this Nation, from the
plains of Minnesota to the high rises of
New York City to the beautiful areas of
Oregon. Our newest Member is joining
us tonight. And the responsibility of
standing here and self-governing calls
the responsibility of us to conduct our-
selves in a manner not just equal to
every other Member, every other cit-
izen, but to a higher level.

And the absolute perception, whether
real or not, the perception that Mem-
bers of Congress or elected officials are
somehow using their office to profit, or
somehow tipping people to profit for
themselves, is not only an affront to
our neighbors who sent us here, it’s a
cancer on the democracy.

This institution and deliberative self-
government will survive long before us.
The giants who came before us and the
words that we stand in front of, they
will last into the future. This institu-
tion requires us to conduct ourselves in
this manner.

So that’s why, coming from the high
school classroom as a teacher, one of
the first people I met in this Chamber
was the gentlewoman from New York,
and she knew that I was sent here to
try and do things differently; yes, to be
passionate about how we see our polit-
ical differences, to be passionate about
how we educate our children, how we
care for our veterans, how we build our
highways, how we bring about a system
of health care that’s fair, and to re-
spect our neighbors and to respect our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
for their differences, but what’s hap-
pened and what the American people
have lost faith in is not the idea of de-
mocracy, but the idea that we all play
by the rules.

So I think it’s important, when the
gentlelady from New York speaks and
speaks about this idea of tightening
the rules on insider trading, she’s talk-
ing about protecting the democracy.
She’s talking about making sure no
one gains access, so that when the
teacher walks through the door, when
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the microbiologist walks through the
door, when the attorney walks through
the door and they’re representing
650,000 people in their district, that
those constituents know the decisions
we make are based on what’s best for
the Nation, the things we talk about
are not being used to enrich someone
personally, because it’s mnot only
wrong—and now, after tomorrow, we’re
going to, hopefully, say illegal—it also
is so undermining to the system.

So I think this debate, and this deci-
sion we have, the gentlewoman’s point
goes much deeper than what’s possible
politically; it’s what’s required of us.
And what we’re asking for, and what
the gentlelady has so eloquently talked
about, is just give us the opportunity
to talk this through.

The genius of this system put us
here. It put the Senators on the other
side of this great Capitol, and it told us
to get together. They passed a piece of
legislation. We compromised over here
with something. Let’s bring them to-
gether.

And the argument being made on po-
litical intelligence and supporting the
system is absolutely correct. I think
today, and I want to be very clear, Mr.
Speaker, none of us here are patting
ourselves on the back and saying,
Look, we passed the STOCK Act. The
gentlelady’s worked at it for 6 years. It
feels like a sense of accomplishment
not for her, for me, or our colleagues
who have been stalwart supporters. It’s
an affirmation to the American public
that the system works, and they owe
us to do the best job we can before we
move that forward.

So this isn’t, Good job, we passed a
bill to do the right thing. Americans
live by this rule every day. What we
did was we closed a loophole that ex-
isted, and we went further and talked
about how could this be construed to
enrich others and corrupt the democ-
racy.

So you’re hearing terms like ‘‘polit-
ical intelligence.” What we’re saying
is, do it in the light of day. Sunshine
cures many ills.

And so I support the gentlelady’s
point. I support it because I know it
didn’t come about by a born-again eth-
ics. It came about by years and a life-
time of not giving the sermon but liv-
ing the sermon.

So I ask my colleagues, listen to
what’s being said here. Take this into
consideration. Compromise. Get this to
the Senate, and then let’s give the
American public a real unique gift in
this political environment, a win on
something important that makes them
believe that things can be better. We
owe that to them.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am pleased now
to yield time to my good friend and fel-
low New Yorker, Mrs. MALONEY.

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding and for her hard work
on this issue and many others.

Mr. Speaker, I am really very pleased
that we are finally working to address
the insider trading issue in this body
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and that it will finally be on the floor
tomorrow. We should not have had to
wait so long for a bill that has 270 co-
sponsors; and I am proud to be one of
them, and I have been in past Con-
gresses.

I want to thank my colleague from
New York, LOUISE SLAUGHTER, who has
worked on this legislation for 6 long
years, and my colleague from Min-
nesota, Mr. WALz, for their excellent
leadership, perseverance on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I have said it before:
Elected officials must be like Caesar’s
wife in avoiding the appearance of im-
propriety. The need to expressly pro-
hibit this activity in statute cannot be
overstated. Insider trading is illegal on
Wall Street and it should be illegal on
Capitol Hill.

The STOCK Act is bipartisan, com-
monsense legislation to prohibit feder-
ally elected officials from profiting on
nonpublic information they receive
through their legislative duties. This is
long-overdue reform of how Wash-
ington does business, and the American
people deserve and expect us to pass it
swiftly.

Regretfully, the bill introduced by
the Republican majority does nothing
to regulate the political intelligence
community. In fact, when they wrote
their version of the STOCK Act—and
they did not go through regular order;
it should have gone through the Finan-
cial Services Committee, on which I
serve, and others—the Republican lead-
ership did not consult with the bipar-
tisan coalition that has championed
this bill for years. They did not men-
tion anything to Mr. WALZ or Ms.
SLAUGHTER and, as a result, they intro-
duced a flawed bill. This bill is weaker,
not stronger, and it has been de-
nounced by Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator LEAHY.

Like the lobbyists before them, polit-
ical intelligence operatives use a prox-
imity to power to serve high-paying
clients. Unlike lobbyists, these
operatives are nameless. Under current
law, they are not required to identify
themselves as they go about their
work. And we know all too well what
happens when Congress and K Street
work in the dark.

I join my colleagues, Congresswoman
SLAUGHTER and Congressman WALZ, in
calling for a conference committee
where Senators LEAHY and GRASSLEY,
and also a bipartisan coalition here in
the House, can work together to make
sure that the political intelligence
community is covered by this bill.

I thank my colleagues for their hard
work, and I will join them in working
to make this stronger, to really return
it to the strong form that my col-
leagues drafted.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great pleasure and absolute de-
light that I'm able to yield to the next
speaker, who is a newly minted Mem-
ber of Congress for just a little more
than 24 hours, SUZANNE BONAMICI from
Oregon.
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Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, thank
you for this opportunity. I want to
thank the Congresswoman for yielding
to me this evening about this impor-
tant bill. Congressman WALZ’ and Con-
gresswoman SLAUGHTER’s leadership on
this issue has been remarkable. Thank
you so much for your tireless efforts.

The idea behind the STOCK Act is
simple. Members of Congress, their
staff, and other government officials
should not be using their access in
Washington to enrich themselves on
Wall Street.

I am already a proud cosponsor of
H.R. 1148, a bill that rightfully enjoys
broad, bipartisan support. The protec-
tion of the integrity of our government
institutions is not a partisan issue. The
STOCK Act is one critical act we can
take to make it clear to our constitu-
ents back home that we, like them,
will not tolerate the types of activities
that we were all shocked to read about
in the press.

The trust that my constituents have
placed in me is something that I take
very seriously. As public servants, we
are here to work for the people, not
outside firms looking to profit, and
certainly not to make a quick buck for
ourselves. When you hear about scan-
dals like this, it’s no wonder the public
has so little confidence in our institu-
tions of government.

If we want to restore citizens’ faith
and earn back their trust, we must
make sure that everyone is playing by
the rules.

As I mentioned yesterday in my re-
marks to this House during the incred-
ibly warm welcome I received as its
newest Member, we have a funda-
mental belief in this country that if
you work hard and play by the rules,
you can succeed.

The reports of past insider trading
make clear that the rules, as they
apply to Members of Congress and oth-
ers in the public sphere with respect to
their Wall Street dealings, are not suf-
ficient.

The STOCK Act improves the rules
to ensure not only that they are suffi-
cient, but there are consequences for
breaking those rules. I'm proud to join
with my colleagues, both in support of
the STOCK Act and in the recent effort
to bring the bill forward for consider-
ation by the House.

Now, it’s my understanding that
we’re going to see an altered version on
the floor before we conclude this
week’s business. Now, I'm surprised to
learn as a new Member that no amend-
ments will be allowed on such an im-
portant bill. Although the weakening
or elimination of certain key provi-
sions, such as the political intelligence
language, is deeply disappointing, I re-
main committed to the effort of ensur-
ing that all of us in public office play
by the same rules as the people who
have entrusted us with the privilege of
being their voice in Washington.

I look forward to continuing to work
with my colleagues to restore our con-
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stituents’ confidence in their rep-
resentatives and in their government
institutions.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am now pleased
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LOEBSACK).

Mr. LOEBSACK. I thank the gentle-
lady, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and I thank her
effort and the effort of Congressman
WALZ as well for initially bringing this
bill forward at a time when we had not
heard about some things we heard on
“60 Minutes,” at a time when really
nobody was paying attention to this
issue. These two folks had the courage
to bring this forward, and I want to
thank them for that.

I was really proud to be the fourth
cosponsor of this legislation back in
May, at least the version we’re talking
about tonight, not the current version
that’s on the floor. I really think that
it’s absolutely urgent that we fix the
current loophole that was already men-
tioned by so many of my colleagues,
that allows Members of Congress to use
information that they obtain in a non-
public fashion for their own financial
benefit.

This is something that on the face of
it simply makes no sense that we
should allow it to happen. Not in a de-
mocracy, not certainly in Congress, in
this institution. It was mentioned that
this institution is not much respected
right now. In fact, the latest Gallup
poll today showed Congress at 10 per-
cent. It’s not surprising given the sto-
ries that we’ve heard, given the prob-
lems that we’ve seen in this country,
and especially when we have something
like the STOCK Act in front of us, and
there’s bickering going on that this
thing is not being passed as quickly as
it should have been passed.

Now we find that my good friend and
my colleague Senator GRASSLEY from
Iowa is upset as well because as was
mentioned, the political intelligence
loophole is there at the moment as
well. That’s got to stop.

We’ve got to pass the bill here in the
House. We’ve got to do what we can to
have a conference committee that’s
going to have real teeth, that’s going
to take care of that loophole. Senator
GRASSLEY is exactly right about that.
We need to show the American people
that we in Congress play by the same
rules that they do, that we’re not
above the American people. So when
we go home to our districts, as I do
every week—every weekend I'm home,
people have faith in us. They have con-
fidence in the institution of Congress,
and that they know, as we should, that
we play by the same rules as they do.

I want to thank Congresswoman
SLAUGHTER and Congressman WALZ for
organizing this Special Order tonight.
I'm very, very proud. This is only the
second time that I've done this since
I've been in Congress. This is my sixth
year. But I couldn’t be more proud
than to come up here and speak on this
very important issue, and as I said, I do
it because the people in Iowa, the peo-
ple in my district, tell me this is the
right thing to do.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield back the
balance of my time.

———

CONTRACEPTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary b5, 2011, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. LOWEY) will control
the remainder of the hour.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, some de-
cisions are just too important to be
based on fear of political repercussions.
That is why it is gratifying that Presi-
dent Obama heeded the advice of the
Institute of Medicine and concluded
that given its importance to women’s
health, contraception should be cov-
ered by health insurance as a free, pre-
ventative service for all American
women.

To accommodate religious institu-
tions, the administration appropriately
exempted places of worship from re-
quirements to cover contraceptives in
their health plans. The rule strikes a
delicate balance respecting the rights
of both religions ideologically opposed
to birth control and American women.

Let me be clear: No one will be re-
quired to use contraceptives. The rule
simply allows women to exercise their
own conscience when it comes to their
health, and the vast majority of Amer-
ican women already do.

It would be a grave mistake to make
it more difficult to access medically
recommended services for the 99 per-
cent of all women who have used con-
traception in their lifetime.

The administration was absolutely
right to stand up for women’s health by
protecting access to contraception.

I yield to Congresswoman SLAUGHTER
from New York.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen-
tlelady for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend
President Obama and Health and
Human Secretary Sebelius for includ-
ing contraception as a preventive serv-
ice that health insurance plans are re-
quired to cover at no cost.

This decision, based on the rec-
ommendation of the Institute of Medi-
cine, is the right decision for women. It
affirms the individual freedom of
women to make choices about their
health and their future.

Following the administration’s deci-
sion, there has been an uproar from the
religious community. While some
claim it is in violation of First Amend-
ment rights, the simple truth is that
this decision upholds the First Amend-
ment rights of millions of women to
not have their reproductive health
managed by religiously affiliated orga-
nizations who may not share their own
beliefs.

This decision stands up for women’s
freedom, as it is a woman’s right to de-
cide when and how she wants to have a
family, whether or not she chooses to
use birth control, as 98 percent of
Catholics do. If she subscribes to a reli-
gion that teaches against the use of
birth control, then she is free to choose
not to use it either.
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If she would rather use birth control
for the many health protections and
benefits that it provides, such as the fi-
broid tumors, migraine headaches, and
bleeding that cannot be controlled, she
should also be free to do so. Either
way, the choice should belong to her
and to her alone.

It is also important to note the de-
tails of the administration’s decision.

We’re not talking about churches or
organizations that exist for the sole
purpose of teaching their religion.
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These organizations are totally ex-
empt from providing coverage for con-
traception.

What we are talking about is reli-
giously affiliated organizations, such
as hospitals, schools and universities.
Millions of women are employed by
these types of organizations, and those
women do not necessarily share the be-
liefs of their employers. In fact, I think
one of the most egregious things felt
by many women is that whatever their
own religions teach, they are not going
to be allowed to go by that.

Catholic hospitals can and do—and
we want them to—employ Baptists,
Methodists, Protestants, Muslims,
Jews, Buddhists, agnostics, and athe-
ists. Teachers, cafeteria workers, ad-
ministrative staff members at religious
schools and universities are not nec-
essarily members of that religion.
Those employers should not have the
right to decide whether or not the
women on their insurance plans can ac-
cess birth control. They still have sepa-
ration of church and state.

Many religions that teach against
the use of birth control also teach
against divorce, but institutions affili-
ated with those religions are not al-
lowed to discriminate against employ-
ees based on their marital status. They
do not have an exemption from labor
laws because of their religious beliefs.
This is no different.

A recent decision by the administra-
tion shows that they are standing with
women and supporting their freedom to
make the choices that impact them-
selves and their families. Surveys have
repeatedly shown that women and men
across this country support providing
access to contraception at no cost and
that that support is equally strong
among members of the very religious
who are fighting this decision.

I applaud the President and Sec-
retary Sebelius for supporting the
health and freedom of women, and I
support their decision to put women’s
personal health and freedom first.

I yield to the gentleman from Illi-
nois.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to religious exemptions, a bal-
ance must be struck. The rights of reli-
gious followers must be protected while
also respecting the beliefs of others
who may be impacted by a religious ex-
emption.

Take, for example, a Catholic univer-
sity where Jews, Hindus, Muslims, and
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non-religious followers work. Should
these individuals be denied access to
contraception even though their faiths
do not oppose it?

If we expand the religious exemption
too far and allow religiously affiliated
institutions to deny contraception to
their employees regardless of their re-
ligious beliefs, we begin to see the be-
liefs and rights of those who support
and require contraception infringed
upon.

As policymakers, we have to stand up
for the rights of all of our constituents
regardless of their faiths. This means
making policies that walk the line be-
tween protecting the rights of pri-
marily religious institutions while also
protecting the rights of individuals em-
ployed by religiously affiliated institu-
tions. The administration’s exemption
strikes that balance.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
California.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to applaud the final ruling
issued by the Department of Health
and Human Services to include birth
control at no cost.

The pill changed the world. As some
have said, it was one small pill, but one
giant leap for womankind. It improved
women’s health. It reduced infant mor-
tality. It increased a woman’s earning
potential. It empowered families to
chart their own courses. Yet, cur-
rently, one in three American women
struggles to afford birth control. A
woman’s right to decide when to start
a family is meaningless if she does not
have the means to make a choice. All
of these benefits could be denied be-
cause of a relatively small amount of
money, and that is simply unaccept-
able.

I am pleased that we are living up to
the promises made in the Affordable
Care Act, and I urge my colleagues to
join me in protecting and increasing
access to health care for every woman
in America.

I yield to the gentlewoman from New
York.

Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you.

I rise in support of the President’s
action and Secretary Sebelius’ action
in the Department of Health and
Human Services to allow the birth con-
trol benefit for working women across
this country.

This birth control benefit increases
access to preventative health care
while respecting religious freedom.
This is accepted practice in 28 States—
28 States that require insurers that
cover prescription drugs to provide
coverage of the full range of FDA-ap-
proved contraception drugs.

Taking this benefit away would be
devastating for millions of workers.
Women’s access to care is absolutely
on the line, and they have turned it
into a religious versus reproductive
freedom debate. Birth control is medi-
cation prescribed for women’s health,
plain and simple. It is not radical. As I
said, 28 States already supply it, and
roughly 99 percent of women use birth
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control at some point in their lives;
but the only way they can use it is if
they can get it, so the right to choose
is absolutely meaningless without the
means and access to choice.

The President’s thoughtful decision
allows insurance companies to cover
contraceptives. It does not in any way
interfere with one’s religious beliefs or
the beliefs of the church. It does not
force anyone to use them, and it cer-
tainly does not require anyone—
churches or anyone else—to cover
them. Yet, if it is a university, if it is
a major employer that is employing
many people and not people of one
faith but of many different faiths, then
it is required to follow the law of this
country.

So let’s end this assault on women’s
health, and let’s listen to the millions
of Americans who rely on birth control
each and every day. It’s important for
their health, and I applaud the Presi-
dent and Secretary Sebelius.

I yield to the great Congresswoman
from the great State of California.

Ms. LEE of California. I want to
thank the gentlelady for yielding and
also for standing up for women’s
health, not only today and during
these very difficult times, but each and
every day of her life.

As a former devout practicing Catho-
lic, I fully understand and respect the
Church’s doctrine on contraceptives.
Even though I disagree with it, I fully
respect it and I understand it. Also, I
know that the separation of church and
state is a fundamental principle that
we must maintain.

Mr. Speaker, the administration’s de-
cision to provide choices to access
quality, affordable health care, family
planning services, including contracep-
tives, are vital for women’s health and
well-being. This is really not about a
mandate. The rule would not force any-
one with a religious objection to use or
prescribe FDA-approved contraception.
The fact is that Catholic bishops know
that the 335,000 religious institutions
and organizations and churches and
places of worship are exempt. In fact,
no woman will be required to use con-
traceptives or to even access contra-
ceptives if she does not want to do
that. This ruling is about women mak-
ing their own decisions as to whether
to use contraceptives or not. It’s about
access.

Religion must not force discrimina-
tion and discriminatory  policies
against, for example, an employee who
works in the cafeteria of a hospital
who chooses to plan her family. She
should not be denied this coverage be-
cause of where she works. Low-income
women finally—finally—will have
equal access to contraceptive services
if they choose.

So we want to make sure tonight
that the facts are presented appro-
priately. Yes, we’ve witnessed this war
against women systematically come
against women’s health for the last
year now, and it’s about time we start
really being truthful to the public and
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get the facts out there and not allow
the misinformation to really put
women, once again, in a position of not
having access to contraceptive care.
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So I believe that this decision was
right. I know that it allows for reli-
gious exemptions. And this rule should
now allow for employees, for nurses,
for health care workers to access con-
traception when they want to, and if
they choose not to. They don’t have to.
But we should not allow discrimination
to take place anymore.

I yield now to the gentlelady from
California, Congresswoman LOIS CAPPS.

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague,
BARBARA LEE from California, for
yielding to me. And I also want to
thank our colleague from New York,
NI1TA LOWEY, for her leadership in orga-
nizing this opportunity for us to speak,
to speak with one voice, we who are
Members of Congress, women Members
of Congress. And speaking for myself,
some of us are mothers, are grand-
mothers. And my career in public
health greatly informs what I'm about
to say.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the Obama administration’s decision
to include contraception in their very,
very important list of preventive serv-
ices which will make women’s health
care more affordable. Let us be clear:
This was not a political decision on the
part of the administration, on the part
of our President, nor was it intended to
attack any religious institution. It was
a decision based on extensive science
and the expert recommendations made
by these scientists with the goal in
mind of keeping women and their chil-
dren healthy.

However, a great deal of misinforma-
tion has been spread about this rule,
and some have decided to, again, use
women’s health as a political football.
But the truth is that this issue is not
as divisive as many would like it to be.
Almost all women use a form of an
FDA-approved birth control at one
point or another in their lifetime. This
includes 98 percent of Catholic women
as well. And most Americans, men and
women, believe that women—not their
bosses—that women should have the
choice of which health care services
they can and want to access.

But, you know, some would have us
believe that the administration’s rule
is in some way radical. It is not. Twen-
ty-eight States already require the
coverage of contraception in their in-
surance plans, and the new Federal
standard is based on the one that has
worked in my home State of California
for many years. It has done so without
any religious hospitals dropping cov-
erage or firing employees. It’s worked
perfectly well. The administration now
has made the right call, and I speak on
behalf of women in this country urging
the administration to stay the course.

Now it is my honor and pleasure to
yield to our colleague from Maryland,
DONNA EDWARDS, a very appropriate
person to speak on this topic.
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Ms. EDWARDS. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to express
my support for the administration’s
ruling that provides women and fami-
lies across this country, no matter
their faith, the opportunity to take
control of their own reproductive
health and to gain access to contracep-
tive services.

The opposition we are hearing—al-
though very vocal, from very few
voices—does not adequately reflect the
voices of the millions of women across
this country who rely on contracep-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, 99 percent of women in
the United States and 98 percent of
Catholic women already use birth con-
trol; and it’s estimated that, on aver-
age, women use birth control for 30
years. Polls conducted across the coun-
try over the last week also have found
that more than half of the United
States population believes that em-
ployers should provide health -care
plans that cover contraception and
birth control at no cost.

Unfortunately, over the last week,
since the administration’s ruling, I be-
lieve religious leaders have misinter-
preted and misled the American people
on the rule’s implications. The exemp-
tion in the ruling actually very care-
fully protects the rights of churches
and church associations. The adminis-
tration justly limits the exemption of
institutions whose main purpose is for
spreading religion and employ and
serve people of the same faith. Clearly,
the opposition doesn’t express this. Ex-
tending this exemption beyond these
churches to other religious institutions
would directly undermine the intent of
the health care reform law for the
more than 640,000 individuals em-
ployed, in particular, by Catholic hos-
pitals.

And let’s be clear: Contrary to what
some have said, this ruling has abso-
lutely nothing to do with abortion. In
fact, the ruling will save women up to
$600 per year and keep their employers
from absorbing a 15 to 17 percent in-
crease in health care costs simply not
to provide women with contraceptive
coverage.

Women and families across the coun-
try deserve the option to receive com-
prehensive contraception coverage if
they desire. The rule doesn’t prescribe
contraception to women. If a woman
chooses to exercise her faith and not
use contraception, she’s free to do so
under this ruling. However, limiting
access to contraception to any subset
of the population would be a direct af-
front to the scientific and medical rec-
ommendations of the Institute of Medi-
cine.

Catholic institutions are in an unten-
able position. After all, where is it that
we would draw the line? Should those
institutions exercise their role as em-
ployers rather than their role in their
faith tradition? I would argue that of
course this is about their role as an
employer.
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What, for example, would the govern-
ment do if these institutions also be-
lieved that they should exempt them-
selves from paying payroll taxes be-
cause they believe that under their
faith tradition people’s responsibility
is to tithe instead? Would we allow
them to self-exempt from payroll
taxes? I don’t think so.

Contraception and maternal health is
all a part of a woman’s comprehensive
health care, just like breast exams,
screenings, and well-woman visits.
Fifty percent of pregnancies in this
country are unplanned, and it’s widely
understood that these unplanned preg-
nancies are not as healthy as planned
pregnancies. This can cost taxpayers
up to $11 billion a year. And at a time
when the other side is slashing budgets
and proposing reforms to shift costs to
States, this ruling is about as smart as
we get for our health care system, for
women and families, for babies, and for
American taxpayers.

Making certain women and families
have the opportunity to plan preg-
nancy is critical for our society. The
administration’s ruling protects
women, families, and babies, elimi-
nates discrimination of one group of
women over another, and it’s impor-
tant for us. The ruling respects the re-
ligious beliefs and freedoms of all
Americans and health care providers
while it ensures that women have the
full option to pursue contraception.

I stand with my colleagues in support
of the administration’s rule and look
forward to working to expand health
care coverage and women’s health care
coverage.

At this time, I would like to yield to
my colleague from Connecticut, the
Honorable ROSA DELAURO, who is a
true leader for women’s health care,
and I appreciate her leadership.

Ms. DELAURO. As both a Catholic
and an advocate of women’s health, I
believe that these guidelines strike the
necessary balance between increasing
access to health care services for
women while respecting the religious
beliefs of all Americans.

These guidelines are based on rec-
ommendations from the Institute of
Medicine, a nonprofit, independent or-
ganization that is grounded and rooted
in science. They have recommended
that women have access to a wide
range of services, such as screening and
counseling for domestic violence, that
pregnant women have access to serv-
ices such as a screening for gestational
diabetes, that women have access to at
least one well-woman preventive care
visit a year, and that all women have
access to a range of contraceptive serv-
ices, counseling, and methods.

Let me be clear: The Catholic Church
and its employees are exempt from
these guidelines. They apply only to
church institutions that serve the larg-
er community, employ people of dif-
ferent faiths on a nonreligious basis,
and do not meet the clear requirements
for a religious exemption. There are
thousands of non-Catholics who work
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in Catholic hospitals and in Catholic
universities.

Improved access to birth control is
directly linked to declines in maternal
and infant mortality and helps to re-
duce unintended pregnancies.
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That is why 28 States, including Con-
necticut, already mandate the cov-
erage of contraceptive service and why
many private employers already cover
these services.

I'm proud to support what I believe
to be a moral decision by the adminis-
tration and a well-drafted compromise
that maintains the existing Federal
conscience protections and at the same
time allows women access to contra-
ceptive service and other preventive
health care services without man-
dating in terms of contraceptive serv-
ices that one use it or be required to
dispense it.

I would like now to yield to my col-
league from Washington, DC, the Hon-
orable ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding. And I think, Mr. Speaker,
in the next several days and weeks
you’re going to see people come for-
ward to speak up for the silent major-
ity in this controversy about contra-
ception and what institutions should
and should not provide. Whoever has
been a silent majority, today it is the
women of America, particularly women
who may happen to work for Catholic
hospitals, for a Catholic university as I
did, for example, when as a Protestant
I worked as a tenured professor of law
at Georgetown University here in
Washington, DC.

The Catholic Church has long accept-
ed the laws against discrimination ex-
cept as to the Church itself and the
Church’s own activities. And so you’ll
find in a Catholic hospital or Catholic
university you must hire people re-
gardless of their race or religion and
the like.

Now, the Church seems to be seeking
a different rule on how you accommo-
date religion. We have accommodated
the Catholic Church when it comes to
hiring its own employees, for example.
And the administration has accommo-
dated the Catholic Church when it
comes to the provision of contracep-
tives for its own church employees.

However, there are hundreds of thou-
sands of women and men who work for
hospitals, for universities, and other
institutions that hold themselves out
as nondiscriminatory and as accepting
all people. For that reason the Church,
of course, qualifies for Federal funds
because it is accepted, as acting as a
public institution in the place of a pub-
lic institution.

We have a long and treasured his-
tory, Mr. Speaker, of religious accom-
modation. When I chaired the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission,
I recall the many cases in which we
tried to err on the side of religious ac-
commodation, but the accommodation
must never be so broad as to trample
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on the rights of others. To accommo-
date the institution and not accommo-
date the people whose conscience is
being trampled, of course, is precisely
what the Constitution does not allow.

A  Dbroad accommodation to the
Church that would relieve it of offering
a health care service that is essential
would penalize the rights of thousands
of non-Catholics. So whatever the right
of the Church is, it does not have the
right to trample on the rights of oth-
ers. That’s how accommodation works.

The administration’s own exemption
is patterned on identical religious ex-
emptions that have been tested in the
courts and found to be constitutional.

I think the administration was look-
ing at two things when it fashioned a
very, very generous exemption for the
Church in the health care law. First, it
was looking for what was necessary to
do as vital to the health care of
women, but it was also looking to what
was constitutional.

Mr. Speaker, if I may say so, I be-
lieve the broad exemption which the
Catholic Church seeks which would pe-
nalize the rights of thousands of
women who work for catholic-affiliated
institutions who are not Catholic who
do not share their views, whether or
not they are Catholic, on this issue, if
such an exemption were to be granted,
then the administration, it seems to
me, would find itself engaging in an un-
constitutional exemption.

The administration has accommo-
dated the Church. It has fulfilled its
obligation to see to it that women have
a vital health care service, and it has
prevented an unconstitutional viola-
tion.

I am pleased to yield now to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding, and I thank her for her ex-
cellent exposition as to the law and the
constitutionality, with which I am in
full agreement.

As we all know, the administration
recently announced that a popular and
critically important component of the
health care reform law would guar-
antee that most women have access to
contraceptives paid for by their health
insurance. This decision was based on
the sound science of the impartial and
independent Institute of Medicine,
which recognized that contraceptives
are an essential health service funda-
mental to improving the 1lives of
women and their families.

This decision is a major victory for
women. Eighty-nine percent of Amer-
ican women, including a similar per-
centage of Catholic women, use contra-
ceptives at some point in their lives.
Particularly at this time of economic
uncertainty, women will have one less
cost to worry about that can be a sub-
stantial cost. Make no mistake about
it, freeing up $600 or $800 a year will
have significant effects on working
families.

The decision also recognizes and sup-
ports religious freedom by providing
certain limited exemptions for places
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of worship, as well as for those organi-
zation that hire and predominantly
care for those who share the same reli-
gious beliefs. They were protected
against being required to violate their
religious teachings.

I am proud to stand shoulder to
shoulder with President Obama and his
administration for helping to strike
this important balance between reli-
gious rights and the rights of women to
protect their health.

Yet to hear some people talk about
this decision, you’d have no idea that
the religious organizations and the re-
ligiously devout have their liberties
protected. Amid all the hyperbole, the
truth is that the administration’s deci-
sion, while significant and important,
is hardly new. This measured approach
that balances religious rights on the
one hand and the rights of women on
the other is already the standard in 28
States, including my home State of
New York.

Because it is not just employers and
corporations that have rights at stake,
hardworking people and their families
also have rights.

Under the approach adopted by the
administration, universities and hos-
pitals which serve and employ peobple
from a multitude of faiths and cultures
are not exempt from the requirement
that health insurance provide coverage
for contraceptives, nor should they be.
Women should not be denied a basic
health service merely because they
work or study at a university or hos-
pital affiliated with a religious organi-
zation.

The difference here is that churches
are and should be protected in their re-
ligious role, protected against having
to violate their religious views, but
they must not be protected in their
role as employers. We permit a church,
for example, to discriminate in reli-
gious practice. No one asks the Catho-
lic Church how come you do not permit
women priests? That’s their business.

But we do not permit them to dis-
criminate as employers. We do not per-
mit a church-affiliated hospital or uni-
versity to say we will not permit the
hiring of female doctors or female pro-
fessors or black doctors or nurses be-
cause that would impinge on liberty. If
a church has a doctrine against hiring
female priests, that’s fine. But hiring
female professors in the university, un-
less it was a solely ecclesiastical uni-
versity, only for religious purposes, if
it is a regular university, then they
cannot be permitted to have that kind
of discrimination.

We protect religious liberty, but we
cannot permit a church to impose its
views on others who may not share
those views.
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The church can preach its views, it
can seek to persuade people, but it can-
not coerce people who may work for a
church-affiliated university or hospital
that they cannot use contraceptives if
they want to. The liberty here is the
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liberty of the employee that must be
protected. The liberty of the church
must be protected in its churchly func-
tion and in its function as a religious
institution. In its function as an em-
ployer, the liberty belongs to the em-
ployees. And that is the distinction
that is made here. It is the proper dis-
tinction.

Imagine if some other church that
thinks that it is wrong to give trans-
fusions to people, blood transfusions,
ran a hospital. We would not permit
them to let people die in that hospital
for lack of transfusions because it’s not
up to them to decide medical practice
by their religious doctrine. If the per-
son wants to refuse treatment because
his religious doctrine says, I don’t
want a transfusion, that’s his liberty.
But we must not confuse the religious
liberty of the church to propagate its
views and to conduct its religious af-
fairs as it sees fit with the liberty of
employees in a secular institution af-
filiated with the church to have the
normal protections against discrimina-
tion and the normal rights that we af-
ford all people.

That is why the administration’s de-
cision to say that contraceptives are
scientifically a necessary health care
service which must be provided by
health insurance is right, and any at-
tempt by a religious institution to say
that they should be exempt from hav-
ing employees allowed to get contra-
ceptives paid for is wrong, and I ap-
plaud the administration for making
the proper distinction to protect the
liberty of the employees and the reli-
gious liberty of the church both.

I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. HOLT. I thank my friend from
New York.

This is an important subject. As pre-
vious speakers have made clear, birth
control is fundamental to women’s
health, just like cholesterol testing
and any number of other things. And
decades of evidence show that planned
births produce healthier babies and
healthier mothers. Anyone who is
working as a health care aide or a
nurse or working in a religiously affili-
ated social service agency would want
health care provided to them that is
not discriminatory, and that includes
the range of services that provide for
good health.

Purely religious organizations would
be, are, have been and will be exempt.
But when an institution, even if affili-
ated with religion, chooses to provide
public services and accept public
money, they must follow public fair
employment practices and not dis-
criminate in hiring or salary or bene-
fits. And now, under the Affordable
Care Act, they also may not discrimi-
nate against women and women’s serv-
ices in providing health care benefits.

That’s what we’re talking about
here. It’s really quite straightforward.
Expanding the religious exemption to
religious institutions that employ peo-
ple of all faiths would take preventive
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services away from millions of Ameri-
cans, would result in substandard
health care for far too many women in
our country, and it would allow reli-
gious institutions to be able to dis-
criminate against employees of dif-
ferent faiths.

It’s only fair. It’s only what has be-
come recognized by the courts, by the
public, and by general public mores as
the right thing to do. And now under
the health care act, it would be institu-
tionalized for all agencies except pure-
ly religious agencies that hire only in
one faith.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think there’s been
a lot of misinformation about this. I
hope tonight’s discussion has helped to
clarify the matter.

With that, I am pleased to yield back
to my friend from New York.

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank my colleague
from New Jersey.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize,
again, that the Institute of Medicine
found that contraceptives save lives.
There are numerous studies that have
shown that contraceptives lower the
risk of developing ovarian cancer, help
prevent unintended pregnancies, im-
prove outcomes for children, and re-
duce abortions. So, my friends, it’s
hard to believe that in the year 2012,
we are having a debate about whether
or not insurance plans should cover
contraceptives.

Let’s remember that for many
women in this country, of the 98 per-
cent of women that are using contra-
ception at some point in their lives,
let’s remember that for many women,
$1,000 a year is money that they can’t
afford. So let’s support the administra-
tive position recommended by the In-
stitute of Medicine.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

————————

HOUSE ENERGY ACTION TEAM
HOUR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. GARDNER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. GARDNER. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker, for the opportunity to address
the House tonight on American energy.
Tonight’s gathering again brings to-
gether people from across the country
to talk about energy policies, rising en-
ergy costs, and what it means not only
to American families but what it
means to the American economy.

Tonight’s organization is brought to
us by the House Energy Action Team.
It’s a group of people throughout the
United States elected to Congress who
are committed to doing everything
that we can to solve our Nation’s great
energy crisis, to make sure that we are
addressing the price of gas at the pump
and to make sure that we are taking
advantage of all of the great resources
that this country has to offer, whether
they are traditional energy resources,
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be it natural gas and coal, or whether
it’s renewable energy and the opportu-
nities we have around this great coun-
try.

This country faces a significant chal-
lenge. We all know the situation. Un-
employment stands at over 8 percent,
just as it has for the last 36 months in
a row. Along with high unemployment,
the American people have a new worry
now: rising gas prices. The average
price for a gallon of regular gasoline
has risen to $3.45. That’s up from 11
cents from just 1 month ago, 33 cents
from 1 year, and up a full $1.66 since
President Obama took office.

We cannot allow these high gas
prices and energy prices to continue to
stymie our economic recovery, and the
American people cannot afford to con-
tinue to pay these unnecessary costs.
Just yesterday, in fact, Federal Re-
serve Chairman Ben Bernanke testified
in the Senate, ‘‘a major disruption that
sent oil prices up very substantially
could stop the recovery.” This is a seri-
ous matter we’re facing. The Federal
Reserve chairman has recognized that
if gas prices, if energy prices escalate,
if they spike, that disruption that sent
oil prices up very substantially could
stop the recovery that this Nation so
desperately needs.

The chairman went on to note that
price spikes feed inflation and act as a
tax on American consumers. The gov-
ernment can approach this problem in
a very direct way. We can take steps to
increase domestic o0il production and
refining. Unfortunately, fighting high
gas prices doesn’t seem to be a high
priority for this administration. Off-
shore leasing has fallen behind pre-
vious projections. Other administra-
tion policies have also curtailed on-
shore production.

In 2007, the United States Energy In-
formation Administration projected
the total 2010 U.S. oil production on
Federal lands to be 850 million barrels.
Actual production was 16 percent be-
neath that. About a year ago, the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee had an
opportunity to hear from Secretary
Chu, the Department of Energy sec-
retary. As he was testifying before the
House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, I asked a very simple question:
What is the administration’s plan to
address the rising price of gasoline to
help relieve the pain at the pump for
millions of Americans who are trying
to get to work and help their families
make ends meet? After a lot of hem-
ming and hawing the answer was, well,
in 10 years from now—and I stopped
him, I interrupted, and I said, the ad-
ministration’s plan to address high
gasoline prices is something that we
can count on in 10 years from now? As
we have seen with gas prices that have
already risen $1.66 since the President
took office, their plan is still not in ef-
fect.

O 1830

Permitting agencies across the Fed-
eral Government need to work to
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streamline, speed up, and improve the
permitting process in order to close
that production gap on Federal lands.

Energy exploration can lower energy
costs while driving the economic recov-
ery. Economic recovery and job cre-
ation is the number one priority of this
Congress, and it is time that the Presi-
dent and our friends in the Senate get
on board.

Creating jobs and getting people back
to work is not a partisan issue. It is
past time that we get some wins in the
fight against high unemployment and
economic stagnation. For instance, it’s
been 3 years since the application was
filed to build the Keystone XL pipeline,
which would create a pipeline stretch-
ing from the oil sands in Alberta, Can-
ada, to the gulf coast, bringing signifi-
cant oil supplies to the United States.

The Alberta o0il sands development
would create 6,000 jobs in Colorado. It’s
estimated that it would create 6,000
jobs between 2011 and 2015. The Key-
stone pipeline is an important part of
that development. These are good-pay-
ing, solid, reliable jobs—20,000 direct
jobs, 100,000 indirect jobs—and yet this
President has vetoed the Keystone XL
pipeline. He has said ‘“‘no’’ to jobs, ‘‘no”’
to North American energy.

I'd just like to show a recent survey
that was taken a couple of weeks ago.
The American people support construc-
tion of the Keystone pipeline. You can
see right here the number of Americans
from across the political spectrum, Re-
publicans and Democrats, a variety of
income levels, a variety of age levels,
all people, the majority of whom sup-
port the Keystone XL pipeline because
they know in this economy we can’t
say ‘“‘no’” to jobs. We should be saying
“‘yes” to jobs. They know that if we
say ‘‘no’” to the Keystone pipeline,
we’re saying ‘‘yes” to sending our jobs
to China. Mr. Speaker, I don’t think
the American public wants China to
win our energy race. I think they want
to make sure that we are doing every-
thing we can for energy security in our
own backyards.

We need pro-growth solutions to cre-
ate jobs, but there’s only so much that
Congress can do to directly create
those jobs. Real job creation comes
from the private sector, from small
businesses and private employers. Un-
fortunately, our government has a reg-
ulatory climate that makes it incred-
ibly hard for businesses around this
country to do what they do best: to in-
novate, to excel, to expand, and to hire.

The EPA and other Federal agencies
have been writing new job-killing regu-
lations at record pace. These agencies
are actively working against the num-
ber one priority of the American pub-
lic, to create jobs—job creation.

At a hearing in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee in April of last year,
an EPA assistant administrator, Mat-
thew Stanislaus, admitted to me that
the agency doesn’t directly consider
job losses when analyzing a new rule,
when coming forward with an economic
analysis. Not only is that just unac-
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ceptable, it’s shameful that an agency
would create rules, issue rules without
taking into account the impact, in an

economic analysis, that regulation
would have on jobs.
Under this administration, the

Obama EPA has proposed unnecessary
and costly new rules on cement manu-
facturers, industrial boilers, farmers,
power plants, energy providers, along
with general ozone rules that will af-
fect every sector to the economy with
no thought as to what the consequence
will be on the American job creator.

To be clear, the regulatory Kkilling
field is not the only problem. In the fi-
nancial sector, Federal regulators are
forcing banks to hoard capital, prohib-
iting community banks from effec-
tively working with their borrowers.
Businesses are struggling to operate in
the face of damaging overregulation,
and the financial sector is not there to
support them because of even more
damaging regulations. It’s no wonder
that unemployment is still above 8 per-
cent. It’s no wonder this is the longest
stretch of unemployment exceeding 8
percent since the Great Depression.

We have government agencies saying
they don’t care about jobs, and we have
an administration and a Senate that
aren’t doing anything about it.

With that, I'm joined by my col-
leagues from around the country. I
would yield to my good friend and col-
league, somebody who has championed
job creation, who has sponsored legisla-
tion to create jobs, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. I
want to thank the gentleman from Col-
orado for his leadership on this issue,
not only on the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, but also as a leader on
the House Energy Action Team, some-
one that understands that there is no
national security without energy secu-
rity. It’s been said many times by not
only Members of Congress but by lead-
ers from all across the administration,
this administration and past, and so
it’s something I firmly believe in.

Let me remind the American people
that just recently the President of the
United States decided that he was
going to kill the Keystone XL pipeline,
a pipeline that would come from our
friends to the north in Canada, where
technology has allowed them to har-
vest the oil from the oil sands in Al-
berta and bring that crude oil down to
refining capacity that we have here in
this country. That’s why the Keystone
XL pipeline was so crucial. Not only
would we be buying oil from a country
that likes us, our largest and best trad-
ing partner, Canada, but we would also
be bringing oil to the refineries in the
Gulf States, the refineries in OKkla-
homa, the refineries in Mississippi,
Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas that
have the capacity due to the policy of
this administration creating a morato-
rium on expanded offshore drilling in
the United States and the moratorium
and poor policies that have kept us
from harvesting American resources to
meet American energy needs.
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I believe in American energy security
and American energy independence and
lessening our dependence on foreign
sources of oil, lessening our dependence
on Middle Eastern oil, a lot of times
from countries that don’t like us very
much; but let me read you the Presi-
dent’s own words when he decided that
he was going to kill the Keystone XL
pipeline, when he was going to kill the
hundreds of thousands of jobs that
would have been saved and created—
true—not only shovel-ready jobs, Mr.
Speaker, but jobs that exist today in
the refineries in the Gulf Coast States;
so not only kill those jobs, but hurt
American energy independence.

Outside of having American energy
independence, why not North American
energy independence? Why not trade
with Canada? But this is the Presi-
dent’s own words. He said: I'm dis-
appointed that Republicans in Congress
forced this decision, but it does not
change my administration’s commit-
ment to American-made energy that
creates jobs and reduces our depend-
ence on oil. Not reduces our depend-
ence on foreign oil, not reduces our de-
pendence on Middle Eastern oil, but lis-
ten clearly, the President said: lessen
our dependence on oil. That is the pol-
icy of this administration, to end our
dependence on oil and promote green
energy; to throw your tax dollars at
companies like Solyndra instead of re-
lying on the free market to pick the
winners and the losers, allowing what
works to work and what doesn’t to fall
by the wayside and allow American in-
genuity and American entrepreneurism
to chase the things that work and
throw their investment dollars, per-
sonal investment dollars, into the tech-
nologies that they believe in, the free
market, the investors believe in.

Instead of doing that, he took your
tax dollars, America. He decided that
he was going to pick winners for you
and he was going to invest those dol-
lars in companies like Solyndra and
many others. As the weeks unfold,
we’ll realize that your tax dollars were
invested in companies that you
wouldn’t have invested in yourselves
because you would have made smart
decisions. America can make smart de-
cisions. That’s what makes us great.
But his own words said that he wants
to reduce our dependence on oil.

I go back to Secretary Chu, the Sec-
retary of the Department of Energy, in
his own words, that he thinks we ought
to be paying the same for gasoline as
those in Europe are paying, $8-, $9-a-
gallon gasoline. And trust me, we’re
headed there. Last month was the most
expensive January ever for retail gaso-
line as prices averaged out at $3.37 a
gallon, according to the Oil Price In-
formation Service in New Jersey.
That’s compared with the previous
record average for the month of Janu-
ary that was $3.09%2 cents a gallon, and
that was set last year. In 2010, January
gasoline prices averaged just $2.71 a
gallon.
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It’s the policies of this administra-
tion and its moratorium on us har-
vesting American resources. We’re not
talking just about offshore oil in the
deep waters off the Gulf of Mexico or
off the coast of Alaska. We’re not talk-
ing about just ANWR and it being off
limits. We’re talking about the Bakken
oil fields. We’re talking about oil re-
serves on Federal lands that are cur-
rently off-limits from American energy
development and American energy pro-
duction.

But guess what? That same Bakken
oil field spills over into North Dakota.
That Bakken oil field is on State-
owned and private-owned property.
And you know what? North Dakota has
a 3 percent or less unemployment rate.
It’s an energy economy that is boom-
ing because it’s on State and Federal
land. And they said, hey, come harvest
our oil resources.

O 1840

North Dakota is thriving on an en-
ergy economy, and you’ll hear from the
gentleman from Texas momentarily.
They will show you in Texas and Okla-
homa and other States that had energy
that you’re seeing an energy economy
thrive.

But that’s not the policies of this ad-
ministration. The policy of this admin-
istration is to chase green energy jobs,
to chase wind power and solar power
and promote it in areas that really it
shouldn’t be promoted. So, let me just
say one other thing, that President
Obama is definitely being misleading
when he’s talking about that 75 percent
of our offshore resources are open. The
real number should be in acres.

Listen to this: of the 1.76 billion
acres on the U.S. Outer Continental
Shelf, only 38 million acres, or a mere
2.16 percent, is actually leased for en-
ergy development. North America pos-
sesses 1.79 trillion barrels in recover-
able resources, enough oil to fuel every
passenger car in the United States for
430 years; more than six times ap-
proved reserves in Saudi Arabia. In the
last 30 years we produced over 150 per-
cent of our approved resources.

But let me talk just quickly about
jobs, because when the attack from the
administration is on Big Oil and on the
oil industry and natural gas industry
that’s trying to help with American en-
ergy independence, the attack’s just
not on big oil companies that are har-
vesting and exploring and producing oil
offshore in the western Gulf of Mexico.
That image may be conjured up as we
talk about that.

But it’s the attack on the jobs. If you
think about an oil platform that’s out
there drilling for oil, you’re thinking
about an oil production platform that’s
out there producing the oil after the oil
well’s drilled. And we put a morato-
rium in place, and we say we’re not
going to do anymore of that; we’re
going to cancel all the lease sales, and
keep in mind, it takes years to plan the
next lease sale.

I was on the b-year planning sub-
committee that dealt with that, and I
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know that it’s a multi-year process be-
fore the first lease sale happens; and
when that lease sale happens, oil com-
panies have to drag those rigs out
there. They’ve got to first figure out
where that oil might be on that grid
square that they just leased, and then
they’ve got to bring the drilling plat-
form out there and they’ve got to drill
that well, ofttimes going many miles
down into the Earth’s surface to find
the oil, and to decide whether it’s re-
coverable, whether there’s enough re-
sources there for them to plant a plat-
form and start producing that oil.
That’s a multi-year process.

But set that aside a minute. When we
have a moratorium on that process,
here’s what happens. It’s not just Big
0il and the oil companies that are pe-
nalized in that. It’s the guys that work
on those drilling rigs out there in the
Gulf of Mexico. It’s also the guys that
take them supplies, their diesel fuel to
run their generators, their food, to
transfer the men back and forth that
are doing the work from on shore out
there to those facilities. It’s the com-
panies that manufacture the pipe and
the casing that support that industry.

And as JEFF LANDRY will tell you,
Louisiana’s economy is hurting. It’s
hurting not because of Big Oil hurting;
it’s hurting because of the little guys
back home that don’t get to supply
that pipe. They don’t get to thread
that pipe and fit that pipe. They don’t
get to weld, and they don’t get to serv-
ice that industry. They don’t get the
opportunity to go out there and work
on those rigs. They don’t get to take
that drilling mud out there.

You know, it takes a lot of effort to
go out into the Gulf of Mexico and ac-
tually start harvesting those natural
resources. And it’s the little guy back
home that is now bankrupt because his
small company that provided the weld-
ing necessary for the piping, he doesn’t
have that work now.

And so the Gulf Coast States, due to
the President’s moratorium out there,
not only lost the revenue that they
would get from the royalties of off-
shore drilling that other States would
benefit from as well. As a side note, if
we allowed more drilling on the Outer
Continental Shelf on the eastern coast
and off the coast of Alaska. But it’s the
little guy. Louisiana is not getting the
revenue.

And then the guys that are being put
out of work that are providing the
welding and the pipe fitting and the
pipe itself and the offshore industries,
they’re not able to work either. And so
they’re drawing unemployment bene-
fits, which further cramps the strained
budgets of the Gulf Coast States. So
they’re drawing unemployment bene-
fits. They’re not paying taxes, so the
State revenues in Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, Alabama, Texas are strained
because they’re not receiving those tax
revenues.

They’re not receiving the corporate
revenues from thriving energy-based
companies that are providing jobs and
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payroll and paying into unemployment
and providing corporate tax returns. It
is a tremendous trickle-down effect
when we stop harvesting resources. It’s
a tremendous trickle-down effect to
those gulf states’ economies.

But I will tell you, in South Carolina,
when my constituents have to pay
more and more of their hard-earned
dollars to put fuel in their vehicles,
whether it’s gasoline or diesel fuel in
their vehicle to go to work, and they’ve
got to think about that first hour that
they’re working just went to pay the
gas that it took them to get there;
when they’re digging deeper into that
wallet to take out money to buy more
and more gasoline just to go earn the
money that they’re going to turn
around and use to buy the gasoline, it’s
a vicious cycle.

We’ve got the ability, gentleman
from Colorado, we’ve got the ability to
lower gas prices in this country. And I
simply look at natural gas, and the
prices have come down in natural gas
because we found an abundance of it in
this country. We found new technology
that allows us to harvest those natural
gas resources, as you’ll hear from the
gentleman from New York later, when
he talks about the Marcellus gas shelf
and harvesting natural gas in New
York and Pennsylvania.

But we also talk about Oklahoma
and natural gas there. We have an
abundance of natural gas. We’ve seen
the price go down. Even in an adverse
regulatory climate, even in an adverse
tax climate that we’ve got in this econ-
omy under this administration, natural
gas prices have gone down because
there’s two factors that affect pricing
of any commodity: supply and demand.

Now, world demand is down. World
demand is down on a lot of things be-
cause we have a bad economy. But the
number one driver for natural gas in
this country is supply. The supply is
going out the roof. We’re an exporter of
natural gas. America is sitting on the
reserves to be energy independent and
to provide other parts of the world
with the natural resources that we’ve
been blessed with here in this country.

So America needs to realize that the
policies of this administration are
keeping this country from harvesting
its resources and being truly energy
independent and providing the good-
paying, long-term energy-sector jobs.

And if you’re looking for a job, Amer-
ica, I recommend you go to one of
these energy-producing States, wheth-
er it’s Oklahoma or Texas or even to
North Dakota, where the unemploy-
ment rate is 3 percent or less, where
you can earn up to $70,000 a year driv-
ing a water truck, if that’s any indica-
tion of the good-paying jobs that are
out there.

Energy as a segue to job creation is
the answer to get us out of this econ-
omy.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments. And he
touched on a great point, the fact that
it’s not just energy creation itself, en-
ergy development itself that creates
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the jobs that this country so des-
perately needs. But it’s all the indirect
benefits. It’s the economic cycle of en-
ergy production.

If you have abundant, affordable,
cheap energy, you’re going to have a
successful economy because people are
able to afford their gas. They’re able to
use their natural gas in manufacturing
at an affordable price.

But it’s also the businesses that ben-
efit from the production itself. Our
family, my dad owns a farm equipment
dealership. I grew up working at the
farm implement dealership, selling
parts to farmers and ranchers. Over the
past several years we’ve seen a boom in
natural gas development. We see those
same people coming in off the rigs into
the dealership looking for hydraulic
hose, looking for filters for their
pickups, looking for work for their
maintainers, the work they’re doing on
their road, the excavators, all of which
benefits a rural economy, when they go
into the car dealership, when they go
into the restaurants. Talk about eco-
nomic benefit and the ability to grow
our economy. Energy production is
key.

Before I yield to the gentleman from
Texas, just a couple of quotes to hear it
directly from President Obama and di-
rectly from Energy Secretary Steven
Chu. These are just two quotes. If you
want to know where they stand on en-
ergy policy, I think these two quotes
really define where they have been over
the past several years.

President Obama in January of 2008:
Under my plan of a cap-and-trade sys-
tem, electricity rates would nec-
essarily skyrocket.

Energy Secretary Steven Chu, De-
cember of 2008, and I quote: Somehow
we have to figure out how to boost the
price of gasoline to the levels in Eu-
rope.

Now, that doesn’t sound like a recipe
for economic success to me. That
sounds like a recipe for economic dis-
aster.

With that, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FLORES).
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I would just let the Chamber know
and our colleagues know that Mr. FLoO-
RES is someone who has great experi-
ence in job creation, putting people to
work and certainly helping make
America more energy secure.

Mr. FLORES. I thank my friend from
Colorado, and you’re exactly right. I do
have extensive experience in the oil
and gas business and also in the energy
service business. So I know firsthand
the impact on jobs and American en-
ergy security that having a robust sup-
ply of domestic oil and gas can have.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to highlight
another missed opportunity by the
Obama administration to address ris-
ing gasoline prices, to promote Amer-
ican job creation, and to provide for
American energy security. While the
President may claim his administra-
tion supports an all-in approach to en-
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ergy, the facts, however, tell a dif-
ferent story.

Here are four examples of rhetoric
versus reality:

Example number one, last November,
the Department of the Interior released
a draft b-year plan that fails to open
any new areas to new energy produc-
tion in the Outer Continental Shelf
through 2017. This proposal will send
American jobs overseas, forfeit new
revenue to the Federal Government,
cause higher gasoline prices, and will
deny access to American energy re-
sources that would reduce our depend-
ence on unstable and unfriendly Middle
Eastern sources of oil.

Yesterday, I helped spearhead a joint
bipartisan letter with 182 signatures
from this House, which we sent to Inte-
rior Secretary Ken Salazar, expressing
strong support in the House for the
consideration of new and expanded ac-
cess offshore for the production of oil
and gas.

The vast offshore areas of the United
States serve as a potential source of
the Nation’s energy supply containing
significant quanties of valuable tax-
payer-owned resources in yet-to-be dis-
covered fields. Opening up access to
new areas of the OCS will bring new
jobs, new energy, and new revenues to
the Federal treasury and all at a time
when economists expect gas prices to
soon skyrocket. Our country des-
perately needs these benefits now, not
at some far-off date in the future.

In addition, new access to American
resources will help reduce our reliance
on unfriendly and unstable Middle
Eastern sources of energy. For these
reasons, it is vital that our country
have in place a plan that maximizes
the opportunity to assess all of these
resources that we have available so
that we can make informed decisions
regarding the appropriate shape and
scope of future domestic offshore ac-
tivities.

Unfortunately, despite the over-
whelming support of the American peo-
ple for offshore drilling, the Obama ad-
ministration’s b-year draft plan re-
leased last November severely limits
the outstanding resource potential of
America’s offshore areas, and it ne-
glects our Nation’s vital energy needs.
That is why the Obama administration
should listen to the strong bipartisan
message that the House has sent sup-
porting increased access that would
allow us to extend offshore energy pro-
duction.

Example number two, the President
buried the Keystone pipeline and the
thousands of jobs and the energy secu-
rity that it would have helped provide.
In light of the fact that his administra-
tion approved a similar Canadian oil
sands pipeline, the Clipper pipeline, in
2009, it is obvious to the American peo-
ple that the Keystone XL pipeline was
sacrificed solely for political gain.

Example number three, the Obama
administration has directed numerous
Federal agencies to attempt to regu-
late and reduce the use of hydraulic
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fracturing. This is the technology that
makes our current abundant supply of
cheap mnatural gas available to us
today. Restricting fracking will reduce
natural gas, hurt jobs, and hurt Amer-
ican energy security.

Example number four, this iPad costs
about the same amount of money, $600,
as six barrels of oil. In terms of profit,
however, Apple makes many more
times the profit margin on this one
iPad than the American oil and gas in-
dustry makes on that same six barrels
of oil, yet the Obama administration
wants to raise taxes on oil companies.
This doesn’t make sense. How can we
expect American energy producers to
produce more oil and gas at a lower
cost when we raise the taxes on them?

The American people have more com-
mon sense than this. The American
people know that if you raise the taxes
on Apple computer, Apple can’t make
more of these available at a cheaper
cost. Yet, for some reason, the Presi-
dent thinks that we’re going to have
more domestic energy if we go and at-
tack the o0il companies with higher
taxes.

Access to affordable energy will al-
ways be central to our Nation’s pros-
perity. But with new technologies, to-
day’s strengthened environmental re-
view, and updated safety standards,
there’s never been a better time to de-
velop energy responsibly. But without
the option to even look, we deny our-
selves an incredible opportunity for en-
ergy security and the promised eco-
nomic benefits that domestic energy
production entails to the American
people.

The American people want us to get
this right. They want Washington to
get it right. And they overwhelmingly
support an all-of-the-above energy ap-
proach for American energy, increased
offshore drilling, and they approve
overwhelmingly the Keystone XL pipe-
line.

This is important. Just yesterday,
Federal Reserve Chairman Ben
Bernanke warned: ‘“‘A major disruption
that sent foreign oil prices up substan-
tially could stop the recovery.”

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans have
a plan to wean our economy away from
unstable Middle Eastern oil. If we want
an America built to last like the Presi-
dent referred to in his State of the
Union address, then we must have ac-
cess to safe and affordable American
energy to build that economy, to build
that America built to last, and to
power that America that’s built to
last.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support and
pass H.R. 7, the American Energy and
Infrastructure Jobs Act, so we can
work together to grow the economy, to
create American jobs, to facilitate
lower gasoline prices, and to provide
energy security that this country
needs, not only for our current genera-
tion, but for future generations of
American children and grandchildren.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas.
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He talked a little bit about the Key-
stone pipeline. I would point out that
the development of the Alberta oil
sands for the State of Texas—and this
was a statement that was given to the
Energy and Commerce Committee
early last year by the Alberta rep-
resentative in Washington. In the
State of Texas, the development of the
Alberta oil sands could mean as many
as 27,000 jobs in 2011-2015, 27,000 jobs
that could be created as a result of the
development of the Alberta oil sands,
and the Keystone Pipeline is a critical
component of that. That’s also not to
mention the fact that there are numer-
ous firms that do business with sup-
pliers and the contractors that would
be building the pipeline and the people
who would be working throughout the
Alberta oil sands as they develop it. So
170 firms in Texas would benefit from
the development of the Alberta oil
sands.

With that, I would yield to another
gentleman from Texas who serves with
me on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, a great colleague, somebody
who has championed energy develop-
ment and certainly has been a strong
advocate for American energy security,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. OLSON).

Mr. OLSON. I thank my good friend
from Colorado and my brother in arms
on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee fighting for U.S. domestic pro-
duction of energy.

I'm going to start my comments to-
night by focusing on gas prices.

We all know that gas prices have
risen dramatically under the current
administration. This chart here shows
exactly what’s happens in America.
Our President took office right here
about February of 2009 and gas prices
were just over about $1.90 a gallon. You
can see it spiked up to almost $2.70 a
gallon, and last summer almost $4 a
gallon. It’s come back down. So it’s
over doubled in price since President
Obama took office.

These gas prices are a hardship on
American families and American small
businesses, families that have to take
the kids to school, families that have
to drive the Kkids to practice, families
who have to go to the grocery store,
families that have to go to church. No
one is immune to these price increases.

I'm privileged to represent part of
the energy capital of the world, a sub-
urb of Houston, Texas, and we’re not
immune to these price increases. These
are articles from a local online paper
over the past month. I'll read them to
you, just selected portions of them.
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On January 10, 2012, Fort Bend gas
prices jumped more than 11 cents.

On January 17, 2012, one week later,
gas prices in Fort Bend have risen an-
other 2.2 cents in the past week.

One week later—there is a theme
here—in Fort Bend County, Fort
Bend’s gas prices have risen another 8.3
cents in the past week.

That’s 3 weeks with a 25-cent per gal-
lon increase in prices in my home
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county of Fort Bend County. Again,
families and small businesses are
struggling to survive with these incred-
ibly high gas prices. Why is this hap-
pening? Uncertainty. Uncertainty in
one particular region of the world. The
uncertainty is coming from one coun-
try, Iran, and its threats to disrupt
traffic through the Strait of Hormuz.

I’ve had a unique opportunity here in
Congress. I served in the United States
Navy for 10 years. I was a naval avi-
ator, not necessarily a naval pilot, but
I've actually flown missions right
through the Strait of Hormuz. Iran is
threatening to shut down the straits
because the United States and the Eu-
ropean Union have put sanctions
against Iran because of its threat to
build a nuclear weapon, which is a di-
rect threat to our security. Most im-
portantly, it’s a direct threat to the se-
curity of our best ally and friend in the
world, the great country of Israel. We
have to take Iran’s threats very seri-
ously.

Let me tell you a little bit about the
Strait of Hormuz. As you can see, it’s a
very narrow body of water, about 30
miles wide. If you’ve been to southeast
Texas, do you know where the Johnson
Space Center is? Drive 30 miles south,
and you’ll be on Galveston Beach. It’s a
very, very narrow body of water. It’s
shallow—200 feet, two-thirds the length
of a football field.

As you can see, the transit lanes for
the ships are close to Iran. There are
all sorts of little islands out here that
they cannot maneuver through.
They’ve got to go close to Iran, again
posing a greater threat to them. Right
here is Abu Musa. That is an Iranian
base, a military base, so all the tanker
traffic flowing through there—all our
military ships—have to pass right
through Iran, right through Abu Musa.

Let me tell you what Iran has there
as a threat to the Strait of Hormuz.
This is the Persian Gulf here. All along
here, in Abu Musa, there are missiles—
surface-to-ship missiles aimed at our
ships and aimed at our tankers—going
through every single day. I know this
because when I flew my plane through
there, we were tracked by Iranian fire
control radar. That’s just the way the
business works there in that part of the
world.

They’ve also got mines, mines that
can lay anywhere here throughout the
straits—again, a very narrow body of
water where ships have little room to
maneuver. These mines, you don’t have
to run into them. They’re modern
mines. They can detect some sort of a
change in pressure or some sort of
sounds from an engine of a ship coming
through and then blow up when the
ship gets close. That’s a big threat.

There is another big threat, too. This
is the most lethal threat the Iranians
have in the Strait of Hormuz and the
biggest reason for the uncertainty.
This is the Iranian Kilo class sub-
marine. It was sold to the Iranians by
the Russians in the early 1990s. I actu-
ally flew over the second one. We
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caught it up on the surface just like
that when I was deployed in the region
in 1994. The reason this submarine is so
lethal is that it’s a diesel-powered
boat, meaning, right now, it’s on the
surface and it’s running on diesel en-
gines, but when it submerges, because
it can’t get atmosphere necessary to
run internal combustion engines, it
runs on batteries, quiet, quiet bat-
teries. It is the quietest submarine in
the world, but it can’t stay submerged
forever. It has to recharge its batteries
at specific intervals.

Look at all this traffic in the Persian
Gulf, and that’s just an example. There
are all sorts of fishing boats all over
there that have diesel engines. This lit-
tle thing here is called a snorkel. This
guy could come up, and he can push
that up just above the surface of the
water and get the air he needs to run
his diesel engines to recharge his bat-
tery. While he does that in the mix of
all of these boats with their diesel en-
gines, it is very, very difficult to find
him.

In fact, the only way you can find
him is with your eyeballs. It’s very
much a challenge, and, actually, he can
go down and sit on the bottom if he
wants to while waiting for the proper
traffic—whoever he wants to target—to
come through. This is a very real
threat. This creates uncertainty in the
markets. This is why gasoline prices
are spiking.

What’s the solution? And House Re-
publicans have one: it’s the Keystone
XL pipeline.

Very briefly, the orange line there is
the Keystone pipeline, the singular
Keystone pipeline. This pipeline is al-
ready up and running. As you can see,
it’s coming from Hardisty, Alberta,
Canada, all the way down to the Mid-
west United States—Steele City, going
to Cushing, Oklahoma, and going
across Patoka, Illinois, to St. Louis.
0Oil is already flowing through that
pipeline. The Keystone XL pipeline
starts at the same place and comes
down a little bit west of the Keystone
line. It intersects at Steele City. Then
it goes down to Cushing. As you can
see, it goes right down to the energy
capital of the world, where my district
is, in the greater Houston area in Port
Arthur, Texas.

As we know, the administration and
our President have delayed or canceled
the approval of the Keystone XL pipe-
line because radical environmentalists
and Hollywood elites disapprove of the
pipeline.

What has that done to our economy?

There are 20,000 shovel-ready jobs
that are in jeopardy. Over 800,000 bar-
rels a day flowing from that pipeline to
southeast Texas to these most up-to-
date, technologically advanced refin-
eries in the entire world, that’s not
happening.

Energy security. National security.
We don’t have to worry about what’s
happening in the Persian Gulf. We
don’t have to worry about Hugo Cha-
vez. dJust this single pipeline with
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800,000 barrels a day replaces what
we’re getting in from Venezuela right
now.

What are the solutions? The Trans
Alaska pipeline.

The American people may get con-
fused. They hear about the Alaska Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge and the Trans
Alaska pipeline. Here is just an exam-
ple of what it is just to show you.
ANWR, the Alaska National Wildlife
Refuge, is the light green area right
here in the northeast corner of Alaska.
As the listeners know, this is the great
State of Alaska, and it’s about half of
the mainland of the United States. Ba-
sically all of Wyoming, almost to the
Mississippi River, that’s the size of
Alaska. Do you see this little, little,
tiny point up here? That is where the
drilling to support the Trans Alaska
pipeline is being done. It’s one little
spot. Do you see the point?

We have some problems. Just to let
you know, let’s talk a little bit about
the Trans Alaska pipeline. It was de-
signed to be built in 1973 right after the
OPEC embargo on our country. OPEC
shut the valves off for all of their oil—
again, all that oil flowing through the
Persian Gulf, through the Strait of
Hormuz. Why? Because we sided with
our good friend and ally, Israel, in the
Yom Kippur War. Because of that, we
realized that we needed to develop
American sources of energy and that
we should not be dependent upon the
Middle East for our oil, and we built
the Trans Alaska pipeline, with all the
hoopla and all the conflicts with the
environmental groups. It finally came
online in the mid-seventies.

At the time before that, Alaska had
the highest State income tax in the
country—14.5 percent. Because of the
Trans Alaska pipeline, Alaska now is
the most tax-free State in America.
With one pipeline, taxes go away. Here
are the numbers: 2.1 million barrels a
day were flowing through the pipeline
in 1988. Today, 671,000 barrels a day are
flowing through the pipeline. That’s 17
percent of our U.S. domestic crude pro-
duction.

As you can see, though, there has
been almost a 75 percent decrease in
the oil that’s flowing through the pipe-
line, and that is a huge problem be-
cause if the pipeline doesn’t have a
minimum amount of o0il flowing
through it in that extreme environ-
ment, in the extreme cold, it is going
to crack and break. It will not be able
to be used again. But there is a solu-
tion for that, too, and it’s happening in
the Energy and Commerce Committee
with the leadership of my good friend
from Colorado.

I yield to him to talk about Shell Oil
and the Chukchi Sea up there and all
the reserves that we have available in
that part of the country, offshore Alas-
ka.

O 1910

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments on our re-
sources in Alaska and the little poster
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that you have there on drilling in
ANWR. You can see that little tiny
dot—it’s almost difficult for me to see
from here. It is just a little tiny pin-
point within the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge. I've heard it described
many times as having a footprint simi-
lar to a postage stamp on a football
field, and that’s the area that you’re
talking about that would be used to
help revitalize our energy resources
with American-made, American-pro-
duced energy.

But you are exactly right. Earlier
last year, the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee passed H.R. 2021, the
Jobs and Energy Permitting Act. It
would help do a great deal to spur de-
velopment of areas that have already
been approved for resource develop-
ment, areas like the Beaufort and
Chukchi Sea areas. This isn’t opening
up new areas. This is actually an area
that’s already been approved for leas-
ing, and leases have been sold. They’ve
already said, Hey, this is an area where
we can have the energy production
take place. So we’re just trying to
make sure that that energy doesn’t get
stopped and bogged down by bureau-
cratic and regulatory processes.

What we did in the Jobs and Energy
Permitting Act is pass a bill which had
great bipartisan support on the floor of
the House. It has now been introduced
in the Senate by a bipartisan group of
Senators who say that, look, you can’t
use an Environmental Appeals Board
that was bureaucratically created to
hang up a permit for 5 years, as in the
case with one particular project in the
Beaufort and Chukchi Sea area of Alas-
ka. The end result of this project could
be as many as 1 million barrels of oil a
day and nearly 50,000 jobs being created
across the country. As witnesses said
before the committee, it would help re-
duce the price at the pump. And I
think when you are talking about en-
ergy prices that have risen $1.66 since
President Obama took office, we’ve got
to do everything we can to lower the
price of gasoline and help American
families make ends meet.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
for the opportunity and yield back to
him for further comments.

Mr. OLSON. I will just follow up on
my friend’s comments: So 1 million
barrels a day is the estimate, 50,000
jobs? Basically if we do the Keystone
XL pipeline, we would get rid of Ven-
ezuela. This would get rid of Saudi Ara-
bia?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes. We are taking
nearly 1 million barrels of oil a day.
That’s almost enough to replace our
imports from Saudi Arabia. So between
the two, the Keystone pipeline and the
Beaufort Chukchi Sea development, I
mean, we’'re talking significant—as
much as 2 million barrels of oil a day,
significant resources for this country,
made in our own backyard.

Mr. OLSON. Yes, sir. And I thank my
colleague again for his leadership in
getting this bill through the House.
Unfortunately, it’s a jobs bill. That
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means it’s over there sitting in the ma-
jority leader’s inbox over on the other
side of the Hill.

But also, tying this into the Trans
Alaska Pipeline—I understand that the
development plan also includes the
construction of four offshore produc-
tion platforms, offshore pipelines that
go across the National Petroleum Re-
serve to Alaska and link it to the
Trans Alaska system. So that oil that’s
in the Beaufort Sea, the Chukchi Sea is
actually going to go on the Trans Alas-
ka Pipeline, build up the mass flowing
through there, and give that the heat,
the integrity it needs to use it for an-
other 10 years. Is that true?

Mr. GARDNER. That’s true. And one
of the biggest challenges we face, as
you mentioned, is the possibility that
we could lose out on one of this Na-
tion’s great works, the Trans Alaska
Pipeline, if we don’t properly take care
of it and make sure that we are actu-
ally utilizing it to its fullest extent. So
you are exactly correct.

Mr. OLSON. If my friend could con-
firm this, but for almost 4 years now,
Shell has spent almost $3.5 billion try-
ing to get that permit to drill offshore,
shallow water. As my colleague knows,
they have a very limited opportunity
to drill. It is a very tough environ-
ment, very cold. So they’ve waited.
They’ve put in almost $4 billion just to
get these permits done because they
want to give American sources of en-
ergy to our country.

Mr. GARDNER. And not only were
you talking about millions and billions
of dollars that were spent on trying to
go forward to produce energy in an
area that was already approved to
produce energy, but they were blocked
by the bureaucratic process.

They went around the world. The
number is staggering. It’s around 400
wells that they’ve drilled around the
world in the amount of time that it’s
taken this administration to approve
the one permit that they are trying to
get. So 400 wells around the world,
thousands of jobs created overseas,
thousands of barrels of oil being pro-
duced around the world, but not a drop
right here. So that’s the shame of it all
when it comes to the bureaucratic
mess that we’re in.

Mr. OLSON. Well, I thank my col-
league for his leadership on this issue.
The people of Colorado should be very
proud. Leaders lead. My colleague from
Colorado is a leader.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. OLSON. One last chart to close.
And this is a plea to our President.
This is a pitch for the Trans Alaska
Pipeline.

Unlike the Keystone XL pipeline, be-
cause of the difficulty building a pipe-
line in the ground, it’s been built above
the ground. And these are caribou, wild
caribou that are hovering around the
pipeline.

Mr. President, it’s time to stop cod-
dling the Hollywood elites and the rad-
ical environmental groups. It’s time to
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listen to the American people. And the
caribou enjoy the warmth of the Trans
Alaska Pipeline, because if these car-
ibou could speak, they would say re-
spectfully, Mr. President, drill, baby,
drill.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank our colleague
on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee for his comments.

I know you were in the Chamber dur-
ing the State of the Union address
when you heard not too far from where
you stand the President discuss his de-
sire for an all-of-the-above energy pol-
icy. Just recently, though, when he
talks about an all-of-the-above energy
policy, he forgets to talk about the fact
that he nixed the Keystone XL pipeline
and so many other challenges that his
administration has put forward when it
comes to energy development and our
Federal resources. Thank you for your
leadership on the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, and I look forward
to our further discussions.

Our colleague from Texas mentioned
that there were a number of bills that
the House of Representatives had
passed that were stacking up in the
United States Senate. We’ve got an in-
credible plan for America’s job cre-
ators. There are 30-some odd bills that
are awaiting action in the U.S. Senate.

And I'll just give you a few more bills
than the ones you mentioned that are
all related to energy in some way or
another: The Regulations From the Ex-
ecutive in Need of Scrutiny that would
take a look at regulations that impact
our economy; take a look at the Coal
Residuals Reuse and Management Act,
H.R. 2273, something that, if it’s not
passed, we could lose a number of jobs
throughout this country because of a
regulatory process that has run amok.
The EPA Regulatory Relief Act of 2011,
H.R. 2250. The Transparency in Regu-
latory Analysis of Impacts on the Na-
tion Act. This is something that takes
a look at the impact of higher energy
prices, rising energy prices, what will
it mean to our Nation’s manufacturers,
and how much more it would cost our
Nation’s manufacturers. The North
American-Made Energy Security Act;
Reversing President Obama’s Offshore
Moratorium Act; Jobs and Energy Per-
mitting Act; Putting the Gulf of Mex-
ico Back to Work Act; Restarting
American Offshore Leasing Now Act;
the Energy Tax Prevention Act. These
are all bills that have been introduced
in the House and have passed, many
with very strong bipartisan support;
and they’re awaiting action in the Sen-
ate.

Somebody else in this Chamber, who
has done a tremendous job of fighting
for natural gas development, making
sure that those jobs are created in his
backyard, Mr. REED from New York,
the gentleman from the Ways and
Means Committee.

Mr. REED. I thank the gentleman
from Colorado and the gentleman from
Texas for coming down to the floor to-
night. I am honored to join you tonight
to have this conversation about devel-
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oping a comprehensive American en-
ergy plan that will lead to energy inde-
pendence for America, but in the short
term, put many Americans back to
work.

We’ve all been talking about it for
months now. This Congress is focused
on jobs, jobs, jobs. And right here,
right now, today, tonight, we have be-
fore us—be it the Keystone pipeline,
20,000 jobs. Here the gentleman from
Colorado is talking about another
project with 50,000 jobs immediately
available to be put back into place. I
just do not understand why we have
not been able to come together and
have a President that says, You know
what, I'm not going to bow to the po-
litical pressure. I'm going to lead. But
yvet he bowed to the Hollywood elite, to
the folks when it came to the Keystone
pipeline, and rejected the Keystone
pipeline, with 20,000 people, families,
American families who are ready to go
to work. And he said ‘‘no.”

I appreciate the effort that you are
putting together here because, as you
know and as you have indicated—and
in my area of the United States, up in
upstate New York, we're dealing with
the issue of natural gas development.
In particular, Marcellus shale natural
gas development.

I did listen to the President’s State
of the Union. I listened to it intently.
And I heard his commitment to pro-
ducing our natural gas, because he had
come to the conclusion that natural
gas is a safe, domestic source of energy
for today, tomorrow, and for all of
America. To me, I hope the President
was sincere in that statement because
I joined him in that sentiment in that
we have, in our shale formations in
America, an amount of natural gas
equal to 100 years of supply for Amer-
ica.
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People have described it as if we are
the Saudi Arabia, the United States of
America will be the Saudi Arabia of
natural gas supply for the world.

That type of resource is a game
changer. And we are talking about
thousands of jobs. We are talking about
the ability to create an energy plat-
form that allows our manufacturers to
come back to America. That is one
thing I think we have joined on both
sides of the aisle to be committed to is
to build things in America again.

And why does a natural gas platform
of energy lead to building in America
again?

It’s simple. It’s simple, and I know
my colleagues know it. Because if you
can drive down utility costs, if you can
stabilize them in the long term, 40, 50
yvears, manufacturers will look at
America and say: You know what?
What we make up by going overseas to
China because of the labor difference—
the wage difference that they achieve
by going over there and tapping into
those labor pools they will make up by
coming back to America because the
utility costs will be stable. They’ll be
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cheaper, and they will be able to build
things again in America because they
want to build here, because the Amer-
ican worker is the best worker in the
world. The quality of work and prod-
ucts that come from the American
worker are the best by far. And the lo-
gistics that they don’t have to deal
with by having manufacturing items
over in China and other areas of the
world are gone because we’re manufac-
turing in our backyard.

So this energy policy all relates to
not only energy independence, but it
relates to the manufacturing sector of
America and bringing America back to
the forefront of being the leading man-
ufacturer in the world.

That is why I am so committed to
the issue of developing natural gas.
Now we have to do it safely. We have to
do it responsibly. The President has
conceded that point. Many scientists,
the data and the information that is
out there, have come to the conclusion
we can do it safely and responsibly, but
we need to lead and formulate a com-
prehensive approach to tapping that re-
source and bringing people back to
work through the development of that
resource in a responsible manner.

One last point I wanted to bring up,
and I so appreciate all of the comments
you’ve made here. Right today we have
before us in this Chamber, or will soon
have before us in this Chamber, the
American Energy and Infrastructure
Jobs Act, and what a commonsense
piece of legislation that I think this
bill represents.

What it is essentially saying is we’re
going to take our natural resources in
America and we’re going to use the dol-
lars that come from developing those
natural resources on our public lands
to rebuild the infrastructure of Amer-
ica. That, to me, is commonsense pol-
icy coming from Washington, taking
our natural resources from the ground
and putting it into our bridges, our
highways, our roads, so that genera-
tions of people will have the infrastruc-
ture in place with its water, sewer,
roads, bridges, in order to have the
manufacturing of tomorrow, to have
generations of people working.

With that, I have come here tonight
to show my support to you on the issue
of developing American energy. And I
haven’t even touched on the national
security issues, and I haven’t even
touched on the final point that I will
make.

My final point is that I have gone all
over this Nation and I have gone all
over my district and I’ve gone all over
the mnorthern tier of Pennsylvania
where Marcellus Shale is being devel-
oped, and I have talked to so many peo-
ple. We have spent so many taxpayer
dollars here in Washington to try to
educate people and bring them out of
poverty.

You know, Mr. GARDNER, from my
conversations with the people in the
northern tier of Pennsylvania, I have
heard repeatedly because of this re-
source development, this natural gas
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that we’re developing in a safe and reli-
able manner, I'm able to put my kids
through college. I'm able to maybe go
out and venture into a business that
otherwise I wouldn’t be able to do be-
cause I didn’t have the cash to do it.
That is going to empower generations
of American families for many genera-
tions to take them out of poverty and
get them an education; and it’s all
being done on private capital, capital
not coming from taxpayers but coming
from good old-fashioned American
business, coming out of the free enter-
prise system, utilizing those natural
resources that are owned by those indi-
viduals that are empowering people for
generations. And it’s not being done on
the taxpayer dollar.

To me, we should be joining hands
and applauding that type of develop-
ment of natural resource and commit
ourselves to this comprehensive policy.

Mr. OLSON. If my friend from Penn-
sylvania would stay a minute longer,
would you talk a little bit about the
Marcellus Shale plate and how it has
impacted your State?

Mr. REED. Well, I tell you, being
from New York, being down in the
northern tier of Pennsylvania, right
now New York is in the process of fi-
nalizing its regulations to make sure
that it can be done safely and respon-
sibly, but I have the honor of rep-
resenting the 29th Congressional Dis-
trict, which is right along the Pennsyl-
vania border.

What we have seen is we have seen
the spillover effect from the economic
opportunities and economic develop-
ment that is going on in the State of
Pennsylvania from the development of
the Marcellus Shale. One of the coun-
ties in my district, Chemung County, is
leading the State in sales tax revenue
numbers because of the economic im-
pact coming across the border for our
hotels, our restaurants, all of the ac-
tivities we have talked about.

I've heard from retailers and I've
heard from a dry cleaning outfit in my
hometown of Corning, New York, that
was raising an additional $6,000 a
month by cleaning the overalls and the
uniforms from the Marcellus Shale
workers that are performing work in
the State of Pennsylvania. Do you
know what that means? That means he
was able to give his employees a bonus
for the first time in years. He was able
to hire more people in our home area.
I mean, this development touches so
many lives and so many people, from
the actual pulling of the natural gas
out, and all of the indirect benefits and
everything else that’s out there.

Mr. OLSON. I thank my colleague
from New York for those comments. As
you know, shale formations do not
know State boundaries.

Mr. REED. Amen.

Mr. OLSON. So the Marcellus plate
runs from Pennsylvania all of way
down through West Virginia.

Mr. GARDNER. I want to thank both
of my colleagues from New York and
Texas for joining us tonight. We are
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out of time, but I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to address the House with your
expertise and your leadership and know
that we are fighting for the American
people, to do everything we can for
American energy independence and
American energy security.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

———

OUR FRIEND IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GowDY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I come
tonight deeply troubled about the situ-
ation in the Middle East, as so many
people are, and also about the response
of this country to our dear friend,
Israel. It has been quite interesting to
see as Iran comes ever closer to having
nuclear weapons, just how much of a
friend this administration has, at least
from its viewpoint in Israel.

In recent days, we’ve seen the story,
a number of news services provided one
story, a reporter from The Washington
Post, David Ignatius, traveling with
Defense Secretary Leon Panetta, and
this article from Fox News says:

Traveling with the Defense Secretary in
Brussels to cover his meeting with NATO de-
fense ministers, Ignatius writes, ‘‘Panetta
believes there is a strong likelihood that

Israel will strike Iran in April, May, or
June.”
That’s awfully specific. There are

some in Iran who have believed that
we’re a paper tiger and so is Israel, and
we will prevent Israel from ever strik-
ing at all. And that if there were to be
some kind of a strike, it would be much
later in the year.

There’s an article from last October
about Defense Secretary Panetta. This
one is from the AP, October 2 of last
year:

Defense Secretary Leon Panetta warned
Sunday that Israel is becoming increasingly
isolated in the Middle East, and said Israeli
leaders must restart negotiations with the
Palestinians and work to restore relations
with Egypt and Turkey.
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It’s really interesting because it was
my impression that it was not Israel
that had withdrawn from close rela-
tions, that it was Turkey that had ac-
tually allowed the flotilla to go chal-
lenge a legal and appropriate blockade
of the Gaza Strip from which Israel was
being bombarded on a constant basis.
So they had a legal and legitimate in-
terest in ensuring that more rockets
did not flow into the Gaza Strip that
would continue to be shot in an effort
to kill Israelis.

The reason that the rockets were fly-
ing from the Gaza Strip was because
the Israelis had had really a rather
amazing group of towns there. People
were making a living. There were beau-
tiful homes and greenhouses, providing
a way in which people could provide for
themselves and to grow their own food.
These were just well-run communities.
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But the thought that the Israeli lead-
ers had, apparently, was that if we will
show this unilateral offer of goodwill
to people who, in the last 40 years,
have come to be called Palestinians—
they obviously weren’t for most of the
history of mankind—but if they would
do this amazingly gracious unilateral
act, that it would be rewarded. And
what Israel has found is that it has
been rewarded with rockets flying into
Israel in an effort to try to terrorize
and kill Israelis.

Previously, years before that, Israel
had made an offer and did provide land
from which it had been attacked, which
it had acquired in southern Lebanon.
Lo and behold, they were rewarded by
being attacked from southern Lebanon
and having soldiers kidnapped from
southern Lebanon. So it’s interesting
to hear this administration and people
from this administration in the top po-
sitions talk about how Israel needs to
restart negotiations, that Israel is be-
coming increasingly isolated, how
Israel must reach out more, when it
seems that each time Israel reaches
out its hand, its hand gets shot at and
efforts are made to chop it off.

This article from the AP from back
in October quotes Secretary Panetta as
saying:

“It’s pretty clear that at this dramatic
time in the Middle East, when there have
been so many changes, that it is not a good
situation for Israel to become increasingly
isolated. And that’s what’s happening,” he
said.

Panetta said the most important thing
now is for Israel and its neighbors ‘‘to try to
develop better relationships so in the very
least they can communicate with each other
rather than taking these issues to the
streets.”

The Palestinians, meanwhile, have
said they won’t return to talks unless
Israel freezes settlement building and
accepts the pre-1967 war frontier as a
baseline for talks.

This is somewhat akin to saying,
well, if Mexico were to be launching
rockets or doing things to terrorize
American citizens, that if we’ll just go
back to where we were before the U.S.-
Mexican War, then everything will be
just fine. The United States went to
war because of the same Kkind of
unfairnesses that were seen by the
Founders of this land. Dennis Miller
put it this way: the Founders were
willing to go to war when the British
simply put a tax on their breakfast
drink. So in all likelihood, they would
be standing up firmly for a taking of
liberties more so than we do sometimes
today.

In fact, if we stood firmly on the lib-
erties of the United States citizens and
efforts by others in the world to de-
stroy us, efforts by others in the world
who have said they will destroy our
way of life and they want to destroy
our country, then perhaps we would be
a little safer today.

I have a resolution that was filed—
I've got lots of cosponsors—it was filed
in May of last year, and I'm still in
hopes that we can bring this to the
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floor because this is the response we
should have to nations around the
world trying to isolate Israel. We
should let them know how we stand
with them. We stand with people who
are democratically elected, we stand
with people who have the freedom of
worship, we stand with people who will
not terrorize Christians, terrorize
Jews, or terrorize Muslims, where all
will be allowed to practice their reli-
gion—any religion—and those ought to
be our best friends.

Yet, to the contrary, this Nation
seems to run to the aid of those—like
in Afghanistan right now, we were ad-
vised last year that the last Christian
church has now been closed, driven out
of Afghanistan. This is the Afghanistan
that American treasure and American
lives were sacrificed to secure what we
thought would be a democratic nation
where they would choose peace. And, in
fact, there has not been peace. The
Taliban have actually increased in
number dramatically since the days
when we had them on the run, had basi-
cally defeated them in early 2002.

We come back to this resolution, H.
Res. 271, and it says:

Expressing support for the State of Israel’s
right to defend Israeli sovereignty, to pro-
tect the lives and safety of the Israeli people,
and to use all means necessary to confront
and eliminate nuclear threats posed by the
Islamic Republic of Iran, including the use of
military force if no other peaceful solution
can be found within a reasonable time to
protect against such an immediate and exis-
tential threat to the State of Israel.

This is the solution when a dear ally
of the United States is being isolated
by people who want to destroy it. And
I know that—I believe Secretary Pa-
netta did a very good job at intel-
ligence, and I hope he will do as well at
defense. But we would encourage peo-
ple in this administration, Mr. Speak-
er, to go look at what has really been
said and who has actually done harm
to whom.

And what you find out is that Israel
has not moved away from being a
friend. In fact, Israel had a treaty with
Egypt, and a leader named Mubarak,
with whom this Nation had agree-
ments, was doing all he could, appar-
ently, it appeared, to keep that treaty,
to keep Egypt’s word with Israel. This
administration, on the other hand, saw
fit to encourage Mubarak to step down
and to make way for what seems to be
the military and the Muslim Brother-
hood, who seemed to have made clear
they’re not going to honor the treaty
with Israel. They’re not going to honor
what was brokered here in the United
States.

So, once again, we have a United
States administration who seems to
have been left with egg on their faces,
as President Carter’s administration
was. I don’t know if they ever realized
it, but when President Carter thought
the Ayatollah Khomeini was a man of
peace and was coming back to Iran and
that it was a good thing, we soon found
otherwise.
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By 1979, they were at war with Amer-
ica, it’s just that we didn’t recognize
that there were radical Islamists at
war with us until after the attack on 9/
11. Not even the attack on the World
Trade Center in 1993 was enough to
convince us, not an attack on the USS
Cole, not an attack on our embassy,
not an attack on different U.S. prop-
erties around the world; it took 9/11 be-
fore we realized there are radical
Islamists that are at war with us.

Even though this administration has
seen to the changing of the FBI lexi-
con, where, in training FBI agents and
others who are in charge with defend-
ing our Nation, it’s no longer appro-
priate to use words in the FBI lexi-
con—they’re not there—of al Qaeda,
radical Islamist. We use ‘‘radical extre-
mism’’ instead. And as some experts on
radical extremism—in other words,
radical Islamists—have said, unless
you understand what your enemy be-
lieves, how in the world can you pre-
pare against an attack from that
enemy?

And as someone else had told me,
this administration has been in the
process of blinding those who are
charged with trying to protect wus;
can’t use the terms that were repeat-
edly used in the 9/11 bipartisan com-
mission report at a time when they
didn’t know it was politically incorrect
to accurately classify people who want-
ed to destroy your way of life.

So, in this resolution regarding
Israel’s right to defend itself, it seemed
that there was no better thing to do
than to go to quotes and to the actual
history in the region that points out
that:

Whereas archeological evidence exists con-
firming Israel’s existence as a nation over
3,000 years ago in the area in which it cur-
rently exists, despite assertions of its oppo-
nents.

It’s been amazing, having been over
in Israel in November and seeing the
results of excavations under what they
now know is the City of David, in exist-
ence about 1,600 years before Muham-
mad was born. It’s just amazing now
all of the evidence that’s being found
archeologically that substantiates ex-
actly what Israelis have been saying
for years.

The resolution says:

Whereas with the dawn of modern Zionism,
the national liberation movement of the
Jewish people, some 150 years ago, the Jew-
ish people determined to return to their
homeland in the Land of Israel from the
lands of their dispersion;

Whereas in 1922, the League of Nations
mandated that the Jewish people were the
legal sovereigns over the Land of Israel and
that legal mandate has never been super-
seded;

Whereas in the aftermath of the Nazi-led
Holocaust from 1933 to 1945, in which the
Germans and their collaborators murdered
6,000,000 Jewish people in a premeditated act
of genocide, the international community
recognized that the Jewish state, built by
Jewish pioneers must gain its independence
from Great Britain;

Whereas the United States was the first
nation to recognize Israel’s independence in
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1948, and the State of Israel has since proven
herself to be a faithful ally of the United
States in the Middle East;

Whereas the United States and Israel have
a special friendship based on shared values,
and together share the common goal of peace
and security in the Middle East;

Whereas, on October 20, 2009, President
Barack Obama rightly noted that the United
States-Israel relationship is a ‘‘bond that is
much more than a strategic alliance’’;

Whereas the national security of the
United States, Israel, and allies in the Mid-
dle East face a clear and present danger from
the Government of the Islamic Republic of
Iran seeking nuclear weapons and the bal-
listic missile capability to deliver them;

Whereas Israel would face an existential
threat from a nuclear weapons-armed Iran;

Whereas President Barack Obama has been
firm and clear in declaring United States op-
position to a nuclear-armed Iran, stating on
November 7, 2008, ‘“‘Let me state—repeat
what I stated during the course of the cam-
paign. Iran’s development of a nuclear weap-
on I believe is unacceptable’’;

Whereas, on October 26, 2005, at a con-
ference in Tehran called ‘“World Without Zi-
onism,”’ Iranian President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad stated, ‘“God willing, with the
force of God behind it, we shall soon experi-
ence a world without the United States and
Zionism’’;

Whereas The New York Times reported
that during his October 26, 2005, speech,
President Ahmadinejad called for ‘‘this occu-
pying regime [Israel] to be wiped off the
map’’;

Whereas, on April 14, 2006, Iranian Presi-
dent Ahmadinejad said, ‘‘Like it or not, the
Zionist regime [Israel] is heading toward an-
nihilation’’;

Whereas, on June 2, 2008, Iranian President
Ahmadinejad said, ‘I must announce that
the Zionist regime [Israel], with a 60-year
record of genocide, plunder, invasion, and be-
trayal is about to die and will soon be erased
from the geographical scene’’;

Whereas, on June 2, 2008, Iranian President
Ahmadinejad said, ‘‘Today, the time for the
fall of the satanic power of the United States
has come, and the countdown to the annihi-
lation of the emperor of power and wealth
has started’’;

Whereas, on May 20, 2009, Iran successfully
tested a surface-to-surface long range mis-
sile with an approximate range of 1,200 miles.

And, parenthetically, they now say
they hope to have a missile that would
be able to deliver a nuclear weapon
from Iran to the United States.

The resolution says:

Whereas Iran continues its pursuit of nu-
clear weapons;

Whereas Iran has been caught building
three secret nuclear facilities since 2002;

Whereas Iran continues its support of
international terrorism, has ordered its
proxy Hezbollah to carry out catastrophic
acts of international terrorism such as the
bombing of the Jewish AMIA Center in Bue-
nos Aires, Argentina, in 1994, and could give
a nuclear weapon to a terrorist organization
in the future;

Whereas Iran has refused to provide the
International Atomic Energy Agency with
full transparency and access to its nuclear
program;

Whereas United Nations Security Council
Resolution 1803 states that according to the
International Atomic Energy Agency, ‘‘Iran
has not established full and sustained sus-
pension of all enrichment related and reproc-
essing activities and heavy-water-related
projects as set out in resolution 1696 (2006),
1737 (2006) and 1747 (2007) nor resumed its co-
operation with the IAEA under the Addi-
tional Protocol, nor taken the other steps re-
quired by the IAEA Board of Governors, nor
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complied with the provisions of Security
Council resolution 1696 (2006), 1737 (2006) and
1747 (2007) . . .77

Whereas at July 2009’s G-8 Summit in
Italy, Iran was given a September 2009 dead-
line to start negotiations over its nuclear
programs and Iran offered a five-page docu-
ment lamenting the ‘‘ungodly ways of think-
ing prevailing in global relations’” and in-
cluded various subjects, but left out any
mention of Iran’s own nuclear program
which was the true issue in question;

Whereas the United States has been fully
committed to finding a peaceful resolution
to the Iranian nuclear threat, and has made
boundless efforts seeking such a resolution
and to determine if such a resolution is even
possible;

Whereas the United States does not want
or seek war with Iran, but it will continue to
keep all options open to prevent Iran from
obtaining nuclear weapons; and

Whereas Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu
said in January 2011 that a change of course
in Iran will not be possible ‘‘without a cred-
ible military option that is put before them
by the international community led by the
United States.”

[ 1950

The resolution ultimately says that,
in addition to condemning the govern-
ment of the Islamic Republic of Iran
for its threats of annihilation, it sup-
ports using all means of persuading the
government of Iran to stop building
and acquiring nuclear weapons, reaf-
firms the United States bond with
Israel.

But ultimately, No. 4 says that, in
this resolution, we express our support
for Israel’s right to use all means nec-
essary to confront and eliminate nu-
clear threats posed by Iran, defend
Israeli sovereignty, and protect the
lives and safety of the Israeli people,
including the use of military force, if
no other peaceful solution can be found
within a reasonable time.

Now, we know that in May of last
year, President Barack Obama ad-
dressed the American-Israeli PAC here
in Washington, D.C. And one of the
statements that has not been lost on
Israel, and should not be lost on the
people who elected President Obama,
and it certainly hasn’t been lost on
Iran, the President made this state-
ment: ‘“‘Israel must be able to defend
itself by itself.”

This was made May 19, 2011. ‘“‘Israel
must be able to defend itself by itself.”

Ever since the President made those
statements, it certainly seems that
Israel has taken the President’s words
to heart. And yet, instead of the United
States doing, as had been promised on
many occasions, standing by Israel, our
great ally, instead, our Defense Sec-
retary, knowing that he’s talking to a
Washington Post reporter, knowing
that it’s not on background, knows
that it will likely be reported, basi-
cally uses the opportunity to alert the
nation whose leaders say they want to
wipe Israel off the map, annihilate
Israel, annihilate the United States,
basically, tells Iran, hey, heads up.
Israel may be coming in the next few
months. Look out. Israel may be com-
ing in the next few months.
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It’s still a mystery why our Defense
Secretary, and he’s a very smart man,
why he would make such a statement
without authority, because he’s not
subject to the slips like outing SEAL
Team Six as the ones who took out
Osama Bin Laden, or outing the undis-
closed location, as the Vice President
has done. He’s a man not subject nor-
mally to those kind of gaffes.

This Defense Secretary warns Iran,
as if the pressure behind the scenes
this administration’s been putting on
our dear friend Israel was not enough,
so now we’'ve got to alert Israel’s
enemy, Iran. I hope that the adminis-
tration will come out and give a good
and legitimate answer to how such a
warning to Iran helps Israel.

And I would commend to anyone, Mr.
Speaker, interested in going online and
reading in The Jerusalem Post an arti-
cle dated February 7, 2012, by my
friend, Caroline Glick, titled, ‘Our
World: Obama’s rhetorical storm.” I
would commend that to everyone.

The truth is, we should stand by
Israel. Iran, with nuclear weapons, is a
threat to us, not merely to Israel. And
this Nation should not leave it to
Israel, without our best bunker bust-
ers, without our AWACs, without our
satellites, without our stealth tech-
nology. We should not put them in the
position of having to defend us with
lesser weapons capability.

And I hope and pray that this admin-
istration will look more carefully at
who the real enemy is, look more care-
fully at which nation was willing to
come back to the peace table, willing
to freeze the development of new hous-
ing areas, and which one was not, and
which one of the nations, which one of
the groups of people, in this case, the
people of the West Bank, the Palestin-
ians, their complete refusal to even
recognize Israel’s right to exist, their
continuing teaching of children in the
Palestinian areas that the Israelis are
occupiers of Palestinian land. It’s
throughout the teaching of the chil-
dren in the Palestinian areas, and
they’re doing that with our money.
We’re sending them money to teach
children to hate Israel so that there
can’t be peace. It’s time to look more
carefully at where we’re spending our
money.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

———

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on February 8, 2012 she pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bill.

H.R. 658. To amend title 49, United States
Code, to authorize appropriations for the
Federal Aviation Administration for fiscal
years 2011 through 2014, to streamline pro-
grams, create efficiencies, reduce waste, and
improve aviation safety and capacity, to pro-
vide stable funding for the national aviation
system, and for other purposes.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 56 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, February 9, 2012, at 9 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4905. A letter from the Secretary, Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Swap
Data Recordkeeping and Reporting Require-
ments (RIN: 3038-AD19) received January 12,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

4906. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Regulations Policy and Management Staff,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
New Animal Drugs; Cephalosporin Drugs;
Extralabel Animal Drug Use; Order of
Prohibitation [Docket No.: FDA-2008-N-0326]
received January 17, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

4907. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on assistance provided for
sporting events during calendar year 2011; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

4908. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to Mexico pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

4909. A letter from the Acting Chief, Plan-
ning and Regulatory Affairs, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Applying for Free and Reduced
Price Meals in the National School Lunch
Program and School Breakfast Program and
for Benefits in the Special Milk Program,
and Technical Amendments [FNS-2007-0023]
(RIN: 0584-AD54) received January 10, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

4910. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Regulations Policy and Management Staff,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Medical Devices; Ovarian Adnexal Mass As-
sessment Score Test System; Labeling;
Black Box Restrictions [Docket No.: FDA-
2011-D-0028] received January 17, 2012, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

4911. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Regulations Policy and Management Staff,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Temperature-Indicating Devices; Thermally
Processed Low-Acid Foods Packaged in Her-
metically Sealed Containers; Correction
[Docket No.: FDA-2007-N-0265] (formerly
2007N-2006) received January 17, 2012, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

4912. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Regulations Policy and Management Staff,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Revisions to Labeling Requirements for
Blood and Blood Components, Including
Source Plasma [Docket No.: FDA-2003-N-
0097] (Formerly 2003N-0211) received January
17, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.
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4913. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — NRC Participation in the Devel-
opment and Use of Consensus Standards re-
ceived January 17, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4914. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a
six-month periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to the former Libe-
rian regime of Charles Taylor that was de-
clared in Executive Order 13348 of July 22,
2004, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4915. A letter from the Director, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Direct Investment Surveys: BE-12,
Benchmark Survey of Foreign Direct Invest-
ment in the United States [Docket No.:
110822526-1715-02] (RIN: 0691-AA80) received
January 17, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

4916. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f)
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No.
20-11 informing of an intent to sign the
Framework Memorandum of Understanding
with Australia and Canada; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

4917. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report including matters re-
lating to the interdiction of aircraft engaged
in illicit drug trafficking; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

4918. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Pursuant to section 702 of the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act for FY
2003 (Pub. L. 107-228), a report on the 2011
U.S.-Vietnam Human Rights Dialogue Meet-
ings; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4919. A letter from the Special Inspector
General for Iraq Reconstruction, transmit-
ting sixth lessons learned report entitled
“Iraq Reconstruction: Lessons in Inspections
of U.S.-funded Stabilization and Reconstruc-
tion Projects’’; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

4920. A letter from the Acting Executive
Secretary, Agency for International Devel-
opment, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

4921. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Performance and Accountability Re-
port for fiscal year 2011; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

4922. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Federal Election Com-
mission, transmitting in accordance with
Section 647(b) of Title VI of the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, FY 2004, Pub. L. 108-199,
the Commission’s Report to Congress on FY
2011 Competitive Sourcing Efforts; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

4923. A letter from the Chief Acquisition
Officer, General Services Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final rule
— Federal Acquisition Regulation; Federal
Acquisition Circular 2005-55; Small Entity
Compliance Guidance [Docket: FAR 2011-
0077, Sequence 7] received February 7, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

4924. A letter from the Director of Legisla-
tive Affairs, Railroad Retirement Board,
transmitting the semiannual report on ac-
tivities of the Office of Inspector General for
the period of October 1, 2010 through March
31, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

4925. A letter from the Director of Legisla-
tive Affairs, Railroad Retirement Board,
transmitting the Annual Report of the Rail-
road Retirement Board for Fiscal Year end-
ing September 30, 2010; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

4926. A letter from the Chair, Federal Elec-
tion Commission, transmitting the Commis-
sion’s final rule — Standards of Conduct [No-
tice 2011-16] (RIN: 3209-AA15) received De-
cember 29, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

4927. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Sculpins in the Bering Sea
Subarea of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands Management Area [Docket No.:
101126521-0640-02] (RIN: 0648-XA857) received
February 7, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4928. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pacific Cod
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man-
agement Area [Docket No. 101126521-0640-02]
(RIN: 0648-XA858) received February 7, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

4929. A letter from the Delegated Author-
ity of the Staff Director, Commission on
Civil Rights, transmitting notification that
the Commission recently appointed members
to the Hawaii Advisory Committee; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

4930. A letter from the Senior Program An-
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting Standard Instrument Approach Pro-
cedures, and Takeoff Minimums and Obsta-
cle Departure Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No.: 30810; Amdt. No.
3450] received January 18, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4931. A letter from the Senior Program An-
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — IFR

Altitudes; Miscellaneous Amendments
[Docket No.: 30814; Amdt. No. 497] received
January 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
tation and Infrastructure.

4932. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s Annual Report On
Child Welfare Outcomes 2006-2009, pursuant
to Public Law 105-89, section 203(a) (111 Stat.
2127); to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4933. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — United States
Savings Bonds, Series EE and I received Jan-
uary 13, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4934. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a
draft bill to improve work incentive provi-
sions; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LUCAS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 2682. A bill to provide end user exemp-
tions from certain provisions of the Com-
modity Exchange Act and the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934, and for other purposes,
with an amendment (Rept. 112-343, Pt. 2). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. LUCAS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 2779. A bill to exempt inter-affiliate
swaps from certain regulatory requirements
put in place by the Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection Act, with
an amendment (Rept. 112-344, Pt. 2). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. LUCAS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 2586. A bill to refine the definition of
swap execution facility in the provisions reg-
ulating swap markets added by title VII of
the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act, with an amend-
ment (Rept. 112-345, Pt. 2). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. LUCAS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 3336. A bill to ensure the exclusion of
small lenders from certain regulations of the
Dodd-Frank Act, with an amendment (Rept.
112-390). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LUCAS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 3527. A Dbill to amend the Commodity
Exchange Act to clarify the definition of
swap dealer, with an amendment (Rept. 112-
391). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Ms. LEE
of California, Mr. CLARKE of Michi-
gan, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
STARK, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
FILNER, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
KuciNicH, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. PoLIS, Mr.
HONDA, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. ELLISON, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. BisHOP of New York, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. ESHOO,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. TIERNEY, and
Mr. FARR):

H.R. 3974. A Dbill to reduce the number of
nuclear-armed submarines operated by the
Navy, to prohibit the development of a new
long-range penetrating bomber aircraft, to
reduce the number of intercontinental bal-
listic missiles operated by the Department of
Defense, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self and Mr. MARKEY):

H.R. 3975. A bill to amend title V of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to ex-
tend the provisions of the Pediatric Medical
Device Safety and Improvement Act; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 3976. A bill to provide exporting as-
sistance to small business concerns, and for
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other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Small Business, Financial Services,
and Foreign Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. HONDA:

H.R. 3977. A bill to consolidate, improve,
and reauthorize programs that support fami-
lies and victims in the justice system af-
fected by domestic violence; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CLEAVER:

H.R. 3978. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit the dissemination of
false information for the purpose of discour-
aging a student of an institution of higher
education from registering to vote or voting
in an election for Federal office, to require
States which require individuals to present a
photo identification as a condition of voting
in elections for Federal office to accept a
photo identification presented by a student
which is issued by the school the student at-
tends, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committee on House Administration, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHRISTENSEN:

H.R. 3979. A bill to amend the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States to ex-
tend to 2025 the production certificate pro-
gram that allows refunds of duties on certain
articles produced in United States insular
possessions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER (for her-
self and Mr. SCHRADER):

H.R. 3980. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act with respect to procurement center
representatives and acquisition planning,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Small Business.

By Mr. KLINE (for himself, Mr.
CRAVAACK, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. WALZ of
Minnesota, and Mr. PETERSON):

H.R. 3981. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to expand the authority of the
Secretary of the Army to loan or donate ex-
cess small arms to certain eligible organiza-
tions for funeral and other ceremonial pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER:

H.R. 3982. A bill to prohibit the Secretary
of Health and Human Services from imple-
menting certain rules relating to the health
insurance coverage of sterilization and con-
traceptives approved by the Food and Drug
Administration; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. OWENS (for himself, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
TONKO, and Mr. HINCHEY):

H.R. 3983. A bill to permit aliens who law-
fully enter the United States on valid visas
as nonimmigrant elementary and secondary
school students to attend public schools in
the United States for longer than 1 year if
such aliens reimburse the local educational
agency that administers the school for the
full, unsubsidized per capita cost of pro-
viding education at such school for the pe-
riod of the alien’s attendance; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Ms.
DELAURO):

H.R. 3984. A bill to limit the quantity of ar-
senic and lead in beverages containing fruit
juice pursuant to tolerances under section
406 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SCHILLING (for himself and
Ms. CHU):
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H.R. 3985. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act with respect to mentor-protege pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

By Mr. TONKO:

H.R. 3986. A bill to provide relief for the
victims of Hurricane Irene and Tropical
Storm Lee; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. WALSH of Illinois (for himself
and Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia):

H.R. 3987. A Dbill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act with respect to small business con-
cern size standards, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PITTS, and
Mr. WAXMAN):

H.R. 3988. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to establish
user-fee programs for generic drugs and
biosimilars; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. POLIS:

H. Res. 541. A resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro-
vide that the House may not consider major
legislation unless it addresses one issue at a
time; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CLEAVER (for himself, Mr.
CLARKE of Michigan, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Ms. MOORE, Mr.
MEEKS, Ms. WATERS, Mr. JACKSON of
Illinois, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms.
CLARKE of New York, Mr. RICHMOND,
Mr. RUSH, Mr. BisHOP of Georgia, Mr.
DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
WiILsON of Florida, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.
JACKSON LEE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Geor-
gia, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. BASS of California, Ms.
SEWELL, Ms. NORTON, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms.
RICHARDSON, and Mr. WATT):

H. Res. 542. A resolution condemning the
passage of legislation that would unduly bur-
den an American citizen’s ability to vote and
opposing any State election law or proposed
legislation that would have a dispropor-
tionate impact on vulnerable communities
across the country; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Ms. HOCHUL (for herself, Mr. HIG-
GINS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. REED):

H. Res. 543. A resolution honoring and re-
membering the victims of the crash of Conti-
nental Connection Flight 3407 in Clarence
Center, New York, on February 12, 2009; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey (for
himself, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
MEEKS, Mr. COHEN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
SIRES, Mr. BIsHOP of New York, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. RUPPERS-
BERGER, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. HANNA,
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mr.
REED, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. HOLT, and Mr.
MURPHY of Connecticut):

H. Res. 544. A resolution congratulating
the National Football League champion New
York Giants for winning Super Bowl XLVI;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

February 8, 2012

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. MARKEY:

H.R. 3974.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan:

H.R. 3975.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘“The Con-
gress shall have Power to regulate Com-
merce with foreign Nations, and among the
several States, and with the Indian tribes”

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 3976.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. HONDA:

H.R. 3977.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and 18 of the
United States Constitution

By Mr. CLEAVER:

H.R. 3978.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 4, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mrs. CHRISTENSEN:

H.R. 3979.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

““Article IV, Section 3 of the Constitution
which provides: The Congress shall have
Power to dispose of and make all needful
Rules and Regulations respecting the Terri-
tory or other Property belonging to the
United States; and nothing in this Constitu-
tion shall be so construed as to Prejudice
any Claims of the United States, or of a par-
ticular State.”

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER:

H.R. 3980.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution, which provides
Congress with the ability to enact legisla-
tion necessary and proper to effectuate its
purposes in taxing and spending.

By Mr. KLINE:

H.R. 3981.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This legislation ensures that the Secretary
of the Army is provided the authority by the
Congress to lend or donate excess small arms
to eligible organizations in order for them to
fulfill their mission of providing dignified
burial honor services for veterans. Specific
authority is provided by Article I, section 8
of the United States Constitution (clauses 12,
13, 14, and 16), which grants Congress the
power to raise and support an Army; to pro-
vide and maintain a Navy; to make rules for
the government and regulation of the land
and naval forces; and to provide for orga-
nizing, arming, and disciplining the militia.

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER:

H.R. 3982.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Amend-
ment I of the United States Constitution,
which states, ‘‘Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof. . . .”
Thus, Congress has the authority to protect
the American people from discriminatory
federal government mandates that infringe
on an individual’s religious beliefs and prac-
tices.

By Mr. OWENS:

H.R. 3983.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 3984.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

section 8 of article I of the Constitution.

By Mr. SCHILLING:

H.R. 3985.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution, which provides
Congress with the ability to enact legisla-
tion necessary and proper to effectuate its
purposes in taxing and spending.

By Mr. TONKO:

H.R. 3986.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 1,

All legislative Powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

By Mr. WALSH of Illinois:

H.R. 3987.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution, which provides
Congress with the ability to enact legisla-
tion necessary and proper to effectuate its
purposes in taxing and spending.

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 3988.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution.

———————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 32: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky.

H.R. 100: Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 104: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas.
. 139: Mr.
. 140: Mr.
. 184: Mr.
. 190: Mr.
. 192: Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 300: Mr. REYES.

H.R. 494: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 511: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. DIAZ-
BALART.

CARNAHAN.

MURPHY of Pennsylvania.
MCCOTTER.

CLAY.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H.R. 589: Mr. KEATING.

H.R. 665: Mr. MULVANEY.

H.R. 689: Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 726: Mr. BOREN.

H.R. 769: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr.
TIERNEY.

H.R. 809: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.

H.R. 864: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 870: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms.
BrOWN of Florida, Mr. NADLER, Mr. PAs-
CRELL, Ms. SEWELL, Mr. TOwNS, and Mr.
CLEAVER.

H.R. 1015: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.R. 1148: Ms. BONAMICI.

H.R. 1149: Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 1179: Mr. RENACCI, Mr. NUGENT, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. GUINTA, Mrs. ROBY, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Illinois, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. LLANCE, Mr.
LABRADOR, Mr. FLORES, Mr. SOUTHERLAND,
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. RI-
VERA, and Mr. ROE of Tennessee.

H.R. 1195: Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 1340: Mr. BACHUS and Ms. JENKINS.

H.R. 1367: Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 1417: Mr. PoOLIS.

H.R. 1536: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
CONAWAY, and Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H.R. 1564: Ms. RICHARDSON, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. PoLis, and Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 1602: Mr. PoLIS.

H.R. 1621: Mr. AUSTRIA.

H.R. 1639: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado and Mr.
ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 1697: Mr. KISSELL.

H.R. 1781: Ms. LEE of California.

H.R. 1842: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, and Mr. MEEKS.

H.R. 1873: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 1895: Mr. BROOKS and Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 1903: Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 1912: Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 1956: Mrs. BLACK.

H.R. 2052: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2107: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 2152: Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. CHANDLER,
Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 2168: Mr. ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 2367: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr.
LUETKEMEYER.

H.R. 2453: Mr. ALTMIRE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BARROW, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. BOREN, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CARDOZA,
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DONNELLY
of Indiana, Ms. HAHN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HINO-
JOSA, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON of
Illinois, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LUJAN, Ms. McCOL-
LUM, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
MOORE, Mr. MORAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
PETERS, Mr. PIERLUISI, Ms. PINGREE of
Maine, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. RYAN
of Ohio, Mr. DAVID ScOoTT of Georgia, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SIRES,
Mr. STARK, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
TIERNEY, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WILSON of
Florida, and Mr. FARR.

H.R. 2464: Ms. PINGREE of Maine.

H.R. 2497: Mr. GOSAR and Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 2517: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2529: Mr. GARDNER.

H.R. 2679: Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 2777: Mr. HOLT and Mr. ROTHMAN of
New Jersey.

H.R. 2787: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 2810: Mr. FLORES, Mr. RIGELL, and Mr.
HULTGREN.

H.R. 2913: Mr. YODER.

H.R. 2921: Ms. CHU and Mr. BISHOP of Geor-
gia.
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H.R. 2959: Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 3001: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
CONYERS, and Mrs. MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 3086: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. NEAL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr.
LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 3200: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan and Mr.
RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 3207: Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 3231: Mr. DENT and Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia.

H.R. 3264: Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 3283: Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 3307: Mr. CRITZ.

H.R. 3395: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.

H.R. 3435: Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. SERRANO, and
Mr. PERLMUTTER.

. 3482: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

. 3504: Mr. COBLE.

. 3506: Ms. HIRONO.

. 3510: Ms. BUERKLE and Mr. NUNES.

. 3528: Mr. FILNER and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 3533: Mr. CLARKE of Michigan.

H.R. 3541: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr.
GALLEGLY.
. 3559:
. 3585:
. 3596:
. 3606:

Mr. HURT.

Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. DEFAZIO.
Mr. RUSH and Mr. PETERS.

Mr. CARNAHAN.

. 3627: Mr. BURGESS.

. 3643: Mr. CosTA and Mr. CUELLAR.

. 3670: Mr. KING of New York, and Mr.
MICA.

H.R. 3676: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. STEARNS, and
Mr. FITZPATRICK.

H.R. 3709: Mr. FORTENBERRY.

H.R. 3744: Ms. SEWELL.

H.R. 3747: Mrs. CAPITO, Mrs. MALONEY, and
Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 3760: Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 3767: Mr. LONG, Mr. OLVER, Mr. KIND,
and Mr. CRITZ.

H.R. 3781: Mr. CLARKE of Michigan.

H.R. 3798: Mr. WEST, Mr. MORAN, and Mr.
BERMAN.

H.R. 3803: Mr. WOODALL, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
DUNCAN of Tennessee, FARENTHOLD, and Mr.
MULVANEY.

H.R. 3811: Mr. LONG, Mr. GUINTA, and Mr.
Lucas.

H.R. 3823: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 3826: Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms.
CHU, and Mr. LANGEVIN.

. 3828: Mrs. ELLMERS.

. 3839: Ms. HANABUSA.

. 3852: Ms. WOOLSEY.

. 3855: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

. 3863: Ms. MOORE and Mr. DUFFY.
. 3865: Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 3867: Mr. BURGESS, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
BROUN of Georgia, Mr. BENISHEK, Mrs. LUM-
MIS, and Mr. SOUTHERLAND.

H.R. 3871: Mr. CANSECO.

H.R. 3883: Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. BENISHEK,
Mr. JORDAN, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, and Mrs.
LUMMIS.

H.R. 3897: Mr. WEST and Mr. AUSTRIA.

H.R. 3910: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 3911: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
and Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.J. Res. 71: Mr. RIBBLE.

H.J. Res. 83: Ms. HAHN.

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. BERMAN and Ms. HAHN.

H.J. Res. 93: Mr. RIBBLE.

H. Con. Res. 98: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
HUELSKAMP, Mr. NUNNELEE, and Mr.
STEARNS.

H. Res. 134: Mr. AMODEI.

H. Res. 282: Mr. GARAMENDI.

H. Res. 526: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.



February 8, 2012

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

E159

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today to talk about an irresponsible Re-
publican bill that will soon come to this Floor.
This measure is an attack on those who are
unemployed at when they need the most as-
sistance. | am not alone in my outrage, | am
joined by Members of the Congressional Pro-
gressive Caucus, to call attention to this re-
peated attack on workers in this country who
find themselves without a job at this time.

When the Great Depression was upon us
Congress did not put forth education require-
ments in order for unemployed men and
women to get potential future jobs, Congress
along with the President worked together to
create jobs. It is my hope that this Congress
will work together with the President to put
Americans back to work.

This bill proposed by my Republican col-
leagues is the latest chapter in the Republican
scheme to sabotage our recovery. It is a
known fact that when Americans have more
money in their pockets, they spend it which
enhances our economy. When Americans
have more money in their pockets then small
businesses can hire more workers which cre-
ates more American jobs. Unemployment In-
surance pays for itself.

Last December, Republicans threatened to
terminate the last bit of income received by
over one million unemployed Americans by re-
fusing to extend unemployment benefits. Now
that our economy is on the road to recovery,
Washington Republicans, once again, aim to
take money out of the pockets of working
Americans. Slashing unemployment benefits
would cut off a lifeline that more than 1 million
Americans depend on to put food on their ta-
bles.

This latest Republican scheme would hit
hardest states with the most Americans look-
ing for work. They intend to cut the length of
unemployment benefits from 73 weeks to 33
weeks in 22 states.

Under the Republican plan more than
194,000 Texans would lose their Unemploy-
ment benefits. Even with the recent good
news on job creation, long-term unemploy-
ment remains at near record levels.

This is primarily because our economy still
has 5.5 million fewer jobs than before the re-
cession, which makes returning to work par-
ticularly difficult right now. Rather than ac-
knowledge these facts, Republicans in Con-
gress seem intent on blaming the unemployed
for their unemployment.

The Republican proposal on unemployment
insurance would result in 40 fewer weeks
being provided to many long-term unemployed
workers, reducing benefits to nearly 3 million
workers compared to an extension of current
law.

The draconian cut in the Republican bill is
squarely focused on the States with the high-

est rates on unemployment—the same places
where finding a new job is the hardest. Con-
sider this fact: under the GOP bill, a worker in
the State with the highest level of unemploy-
ment would lose nearly three times as many
weeks of benefits as a worker in the State
with the lowest unemployment.

In addition to drastically cutting Federal un-
employment benefits, the House bill proposes
a series of new barriers to unemployment ben-
efits that would reduce access to Ul for years
to come. Many of these provisions are
changes to permanent law, not to the tem-
porary federal programs that were established
in response to the worst recession since the
great depression.

STATE WAIVER OPTION

Creating new barriers to unemployment in-
surance is not reform. Instead, it amounts to
breaking the promise made nearly 80 years
ago to help Americans struggling to find a new
job. The House Republican bill would allow
States to divert Ul funds for other purposes if
they get a waiver. This waiver authority could
lead to jobless Americans being denied unem-
ployment benefits, or to new roadblocks that
hinder access to benefits.

HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA REQUIREMENT

Another very disturbing feature of the House
Republican bill is a provision that would re-
quire Unemployment Insurance (Ul) recipients
to have a high school degree or to be working
toward one to be eligible for benefits. This
means a fifty year old worker who has worked
his or her entire life would have to go back to
high school to get unemployment benefits.
And you might ask who will pay for hundreds
of thousands of people to get their GED. The
Republican bill has no answer, even when we
already have an estimated 160,000 people on
waiting lists for adult education classes.

DRUG TESTING REQUIREMENT

A third objectionable provision in the Repub-
lican bill would allow States to subject all ap-
plicants for Ul to drug tests. This provision
seems part of a larger agenda to stigmatize
unemployment insurance by suggesting that
Americans are jobless because of their own
failings, rather than because our economy still
has over five million fewer jobs than when the
recession started.

States already deny benefits to any indi-
vidual who has been fired from their job be-
cause of a substance abuse problem, and
States can disqualify a Ul recipient if he or
she is unwilling to take a drug test if required
by a prospective employer.

We don’t need to further target unemploy-
ment insurance recipients with drug tests.
Congress should avoid policies like these that
seek to blame the unemployed for unemploy-
ment, and instead work on commonsense poli-
cies that promote reemployment.

COMMENDATION OF DARRON
McKINNEY

HON. HANSEN CLARKE

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to recognize Darron McKinney as a
law enforcement officer and role model in De-
troit, Michigan.

Officer McKinney caught the nation’s atten-
tion when he gave a riveting performance of
his original song, “A Call to Courage,” at the
National Law Enforcement Officers memorial
candlelight vigil on May 13, 2001 in Wash-
ington D.C. The song pays tribute to slain po-
lice officers and their families.

After the attacks of September 11, 2001, the
song became a symbol of American bravery
and unity, and is now considered a tribute to
the first responders who served in the 9/11 re-
covery efforts. Many local and national TV sta-
tions broadcast the footage of Officer McKin-
ney’s performance, and the performance is
regularly televised on the Pentagon Network.

Ten years after the attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon, Officer
McKinney’s song reminds us of the love and
appreciation we have for our first responders
and members of our military. When disaster
strikes, first responders like Officer McKinney
help keep our families, neighborhoods, and
communities safe.

“A Call to Courage” is a fitting tribute to our
men and women in uniform. It is with great
honor that | recognize Officer McKinney’s con-
tributions.

A CALL TO COURAGE
Officer Darron McKinney

Life, the chance to live, the chance to
learn, the chance to teach, the chance to
give, test you made a choice, you took a
stand, you took the oath, you found your
voice.

You made the sacrifice, then you took
God’s advice, you heard your call to courage.

Shield the public trust, protecting lives,
respect and pride to serve and honor. Faith,
your trust in God, that special path, you
must be brave to guard our freedom.

When your life’s on the line, in your heart
and your mind you have a call to courage.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MICK MULVANEY

OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 40, | was unavoidably detained ques-
tioning witnesses at the Joint Economic Com-
mittee hearing entitled “Bolstering the Econ-
omy: Helping American Families by Reauthor-
izing the Payroll Tax Cut and Ul Benefits.”
Had | been present, | would have voted, “no”.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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HONORING THE 36TH DOUBLE CHAI
ANNIVERSARY OF TEMPLE BETH
KODESH

HON. THEODORE E. DEUTCH

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
honor of Temple Beth Kodesh of Boynton
Beach, Florida, on the occasion of their 36th
Double Chai Anniversary. Temple Beth
Kodesh has become an integral part of our vi-
brant, diverse community in South Florida, and
it is truly an honor to represent its congregants
here in Washington.

Temple Beth Kodesh comes from humble
beginnings. In 1976, a small group of Jewish
residents in Boynton Beach began holding
services in each other's apartments in Village
Royale on the Green. Less than a decade
later in 1983, with the help of generous dona-
tions from members of the community, con-
struction of Congregation Beth Kodesh was
completed.

The story of Temple Beth Kodesh is also
one of perseverance in the face of hardship.
In 2004, Hurricanes Frances and Jeanne de-
stroyed the temple and much of the sur-
rounding area. Although devastated by the
loss, congregants worked tirelessly to restore
and reopen the synagogue in time for the
2005 high holidays.

Temple Beth Kodesh has thrived due to the
dedication and hard work of its living past
Presidents Leo Birdie, George Brindis, Fred
Brown, Mike Friedland, Roy Haas, Irwin
Hochman and Bob Rosenthal. | am proud to
represent constituents who have dedicated the
last 36 years to bringing Jewish Americans to-
gether to worship. | commend their efforts,
and it is my hope that Temple Beth Kodesh
continues to serve the South Florida commu-
nity for years to come.

———

IN COMMEMORATION OF BLACK
HISTORY MONTH

HON. LAURA RICHARDSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, this Feb-
ruary we recognize and celebrate the 36th
commemoration of Black History Month. This
month we celebrate the contributions of Afri-
can Americans to the history of our great Na-
tion, and pay tribute to trailblazers, pioneers,
heroes, and leaders like Rev. Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., Supreme Court Justice
Thurgood Marshall, U.S. Senator Blanche
Kelso Bruce, U.S. Congresswoman Barbara
Jordan, Astronauts Dr. Guion Stewart Bluford
Jr. and Mae C. Jemison, Frederick Douglass,
Booker T. Washington, James Baldwin, Harriet
Tubman, Rosa Parks, Maya Angelou, Toni
Morrison, and Gwendolyn Brooks just to name
a few of the countless number of well-known
and unsung heroes whose contributions have
helped our Nation become a more perfect
union. The history of the United States has
been marked by the great contributions of Afri-
can American activists, leaders, writers, and
artists.

As a member of Congress, | know that |
stand on the shoulders of giants whose strug-
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gles and triumphs made it possible for me to
stand here today and continue the fight for
equality, justice, and progress for all, regard-
less of race, religion, gender or sexual orienta-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, | particularly wish to acknowl-
edge the contributions of African American
women in shaping our Nation’s history. As
such, this Black History Month we honor
groundbreaking “Black Women in American
Culture and History” like U.S. Congress-
woman Barbara Jordan; activists Harriet Tub-
man and Rosa Parks; astronaut Mae C.
Jemison; authors Maya Angelou, Toni Morri-
son, and Gwendolyn Brooks; all of whom have
each in their own way, whether through coura-
geous activism, cultural contributions, or artis-
tic creativity, forged social and political
change, and forever changed our great Nation
for the better.

As we celebrate Black History Month, let us
pay tribute to those who have come before us,
and pay forward to future generations by ad-
dressing what is the number one issue for Af-
rican American families, and all American fam-
ilies today: preserving the American promise
of economic opportunity for all. Our immediate
focus must be job creation, and enacting legis-
lation that will foster and lay the foundation for
today’s and tomorrow’s generation of
groundbreaking activists, leaders, scientists,
writers and artists to continue contributing to
the greatness of America. We must work to
get Americans back to work. We must con-
tinue to preserve the American Dream for all.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to stand here in
celebration of the heroic and historic acts of
African Americans and their indispensible con-
tributions to this great Nation. It is through our
work in creating possibilities for today and fu-
ture generations that we best honor the ac-
complishments and legacy of our prede-
cessors.

RECOGNIZING MR. JASON PIERRE-
PAUL AS A SUPER BOWL CHAM-
PION

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr Speaker, |
rise today to recognize the achievements of
Mr. Jason Pierre-Paul, a defensive end for the
New York Giants. Known by his family,
friends, and fans as JPP, Jason played a piv-
otal role in the 2011 season for the Giants and
helped lead his team to victory over the New
England Patriots at this year's Super Bowl.

JPP was born in Deerfield Beach, Florida
and attended Deerfield Beach High School,
which is located in Florida’s 23rd congres-
sional district. Originally a basketball star, after
suffering a serious leg injury, he transitioned
to football during his junior year of high
school. Despite being new to the sport, he
went on to play college football at the Univer-
sity of South Florida. After an impressive col-
lege career, he was drafted by the Giants in
the first round of the 2010 National Football
League (NFL) Draft.

Without JPP leading the team with 16.5
sacks this season and being the steadiest de-
fense player throughout the year, the Giants
would not have been crowned Super Bowl
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champions. One of the lasting images of this
game will undoubtedly be JPP’s celebration
with his father. When he was an infant, his fa-
ther, Mr. Jean Pierre-Paul, lost his vision and
therefore has never been able to watch his
son play football. Super Bowl XLVI was the
first NFL game that Jean had ever attended.
Their celebratory embrace on the field after
the game was truly an emotional event to see.

It is these kinds of moments that illustrate
the strength and courage that our children ad-
mire in athletes. JPP’s parents emigrated from
Haiti in 1983, and overcame many obstacles
to ensure that he had every chance to suc-
ceed in life. Learning from his father, JPP
overcame injuries and a lack of experience to
become a Super Bowl champion.

After his win, JPP said, “It was awesome to
experience this in just my second year.” “Man,
it's a blessing. We just got to stay humble as
a team and see what the future holds for us.”

Mr. Speaker, Jason Pierre-Paul’s personal
story highlights the promise of our great Na-
tion. People from all backgrounds have the
opportunity to achieve tremendous success in
life. It is my distinct honor to commend JPP on
all of his accomplishments and for his Super
Bowl win.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DONNA F. EDWARDS

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, due to a pre-
viously scheduled doctor’s appointment, | was
absent from votes in the House yesterday
afternoon (Tuesday, February 7th) and missed
rollcall votes 40-42. Had | been present, |
would have voted “aye” on rollcall votes 40
(the Tonko Amendment to H.R. 3581, the
Budget and Accounting Transparency Act) and
41 (motion to recommit H.R. 3581), and “no”
on rollcall vote 42 (final passage of H.R.
3581).

———————

COMMENDATION OF ALESCIA
MARABOUSHONTRELL HOLLOWELL

HON. HANSEN CLARKE

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to recognize Alescia
Maraboushontrell Hollowell for her scholastic
achievement, community service, and being
named Miss Black Michigan USA 2012.

Ms. Hollowell, a native Detroiter, served as
class vice-president and graduated magna
cum laude from Cass Technical High School
in 2005. While a student at Michigan State
University, Ms. Hollowell was a Ronald McNair
Scholar, peer mentor, and Dance Team mem-
ber. Ms. Hollowell made the Dean’s List and
graduated with a Bachelor of Science in Inter-
disciplinary Studies in Social Science—Health
Studies. Currently, Ms. Hollowell is a full-time
graduate student at the University of Michi-
gan’s School of Public Health.

As Miss Black Michigan USA 2012, Ms.
Hollowell works with girls to address issues of
body image, self-esteem, and teenage obesity.
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Ms. Hollowell’s scholastic achievement and
belief that education is the key to lifelong
growth and empowerment is inspiring to young
women in Metro Detroit and throughout our
nation.

Ms. Hollowell’s passion for public service is
evident. It is with great honor that | recognize
Ms. Hollowell and wish her the best in her ca-
reer and at the Miss Black USA 2012 pageant.

————

IN HONOR OF HOLLY BORG

HON. SAM FARR

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to con-
gratulate and honor a young student from my
district who has achieved national recognition
for exemplary volunteer service in her commu-
nity. Holly Borg of Santa Cruz has just been
named one of the top honorees in California
by the 2012 Prudential Spirit of Community
Awards program, an annual honor conferred
on the most impressive student volunteers in
each state and the District of Columbia.

Ms. Borg is being recognized for founding
her school’s Interact Club and serving as the
Governor of Interact’s District Council. Under
Holly’s leadership, the district raised more
than $100,000 to support ShelterBox Inter-
national, an organization that provides long-
term shelter for families affected by disaster.

Given the challenges we face today, it is
vital that we encourage and support the kind
of selfless contributions that these young citi-
zens have made. Youth volunteers like Ms.
Borg are inspiring examples to all of us, and
are among our brightest hopes for a better to-
morrow.

The program that brought this young role
model to our attention—The Prudential Spirit
of Community Awards—was created by Pru-
dential Financial in partnership with the Na-
tional Association of Secondary School Prin-
cipals in 1995 to impress upon all youth volun-
teers that their contributions are critically im-
portant and highly valued, and to inspire other
young people to follow their example. Over the
past 17 years, the program has become the
nation’s largest youth recognition effort based
solely on community service, and more than
100,000 young volunteers at the local, state
and national level.

Ms. Borg should be extremely proud to have
been singled out from the thousands of dedi-
cated volunteers who participated in this
year’'s program. She has demonstrated a level
of commitment and accomplishment that is
truly extraordinary in today’s world, and de-
serves our sincere admiration and respect.
Her actions show that young Americans can—
and do—play important roles in our commu-
nities, and that America’s community spirit
continues to hold tremendous promise for the
future.

Mr. Speaker, | heartily applaud Ms. Borg for
her initiative in seeking to make her commu-
nity a better place to live, and for the positive
impact she has had on the lives of others.
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CELEBRATING THE MURRAY CITY
LIBRARY CENTENNIAL

HON. JIM MATHESON

OF UTAH
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to recognize the Murray City Library, which is
celebrating its centennial this year. As in many
communities throughout the state of Utah,
Murray City’s library began as an effort of
local volunteers wishing to promote the value
of reading, literacy, education, and self-im-
provement to its residents.

For many years prior to 1912, the Murray
City Women’s Club operated a library and
reading room available to the entire commu-
nity. On May 7, 1912, the Murray City Mayor
and Commission voted to accept the Women’s
Club donation of its book collection and to set
aside a library fund to establish, operate, and
maintain a free public library. The vision of
these citizens and their elected officials cre-
ated an institution that has served the commu-
nity with distinction since 1912.

Over the course of the century that followed,
the Murray Library continued to grow and pro-
mote its core values of providing friendly, re-
sponsive, accountable, respectful, and inclu-
sive service to its community. It is now locally
governed by a dedicated volunteer Board of
Trustees that encourages everyone to cele-
brate the Library’s past, present, and future.
The Murray City Women’s Club and the citi-
zens’ group Friends of the Library continue to
support and promote a strong and inde-
pendent library where the community can
gather and share common interests and con-
cerns.

The Murray City Library, like all of Utah’'s
public libraries, plays a critical role in providing
our citizens with the information they need to
live, learn, and thrive in our society. | would
therefore like to celebrate the one hundred
years of community service provided by the
Murray Library and look forward to another
one hundred years of excellence.

————

COROLLA WILD HORSES
PROTECTION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, February 6, 2012

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 306, the Corolla Wild Horses
Protection Act. This bill is a responsible and
well-studied solution to the on-going debate
regarding wild horse populations. Generally,
when we discuss wild horse populations we
are trying to find answers on how to curb the
rapidity of herd growth. Yet today we are here
attempting to support the expansion of the
dwindling Colonial Spanish Mustangs that
roam on the Outer Banks of North Carolina.

These graceful and social wild animals have
captured the hearts and minds of Americans
for hundreds of years. They are stunning to
watch as they roam free on public lands and
remain an historical national treasure. It is im-
perative that we protect and ensure a viable
future for the Corolla wild horse population.
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Currently, the Corolla wild horses are at risk
of being reduced to a herd of 60 horses. Ac-
cording to scientific research led by Texas
A&M University’s Dr. Gus Cothran, a herd of
horses that small is unsustainable because it
lacks sufficient genetic diversity. A healthy
population for the herd would be in the range
of 110 to 130 horses. H.R. 306 takes heed of
this warning and ensures that steps to respon-
sibly increase the herd population are taken
without affecting the other endangered species
and refuge lands in the Currituck National
Wildlife Refuge.

In the past, | have advocated for significant
changes to current herd management prac-
tices to ensure humane and responsible popu-
lation management on public lands. Such con-
cerns are shared by the public and Members
of Congress alike. | support this bill and will
continue to work to ensure that wild horse
populations are protected.

———

TRIBUTE TO GARY WILLIAMS

HON. ROSCOE G. BARTLETT

OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, as the rep-
resentative of the Sixth District of Maryland
and a proud graduate of the University of
Maryland, | commend your attention to the
University of Maryland’s recently retired mens’
basketball coach, Gary Williams.

Gary Williams started for three years and
was team captain of the Terps during his sen-
ior year at the University of Maryland before
he graduated in 1968. As a graduate student
in 1969, he began his coaching career at the
University of Maryland.

After great success as a coach at other col-
leges, Gary Williams leaped at the chance to
be the Terp’s head coach in 1989 though the
team was battered by setbacks. Fighting back
tears at his first news conference, Gary ex-
plained, “I never thought I'd have the oppor-
tunity to come back and coach at Maryland
because . . . you very rarely get the oppor-
tunity to do that.”

Only one other coach in history engineered
a greater win-loss turnaround during his first
year than Gary Williams at UMD. Gary is one
of only seven college basketball coaches
since 1980 to guide his alma mater to the
Final Four and the first since 1974 to lead his
alma mater to a national tite—which he did in
2002. Gary Williams also led his teams to
seven victories over top-ranked opponents—
more than any other coach in history. Though
retired as a coach, Gary Williams is continuing
to work at the University of Maryland.

Gary Williams, thank you. Your loyalty to
our beloved University of Maryland, your integ-
rity, and your example of dedication to the
pursuit of excellence on and off the basketball
court sets an example that all Americans can
be proud of and should emulate.
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE 80TH
BIRTHDAY OF EUGENE McAVOY
CHAMPION

HON. MIKE ROGERS

OF ALABAMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to recognize the 80th birthday of
Mr. Eugene Champion.

Mr. Champion was born on February 20,
1932, in Crenshaw County, Alabama to Leon
and Carol Champion. The son of a farmer and
teacher, Eugene finished high school and
served in the Air Force during the Korean
Conflict. He attended and graduated from the
University of Alabama on the Gl Bill.

Eugene was married to his high school
sweetheart, Bobbie Royal, in 1951. They had
five children, Cindy, Mac, Becky, Amy and
Bob. In 1976, Bobbie passed away. In 1979,
Eugene married Margaret Scott and added her
three children, Duane, Emalyn, and Derek to
the family.

Mr. Champion received his CPA and worked
as an accountant for several businesses as
well as the State of Alabama.

After retiring from the State, Mr. Champion
opened his own accounting firm. Although now
retired, he still helps out friends with their
taxes each year.

Eugene and Margaret are very involved in
the First Baptist Church of Prattville. He is
also an active member of the Lion’s Club. Eu-
gene is a proud grandfather and great-grand-
father, who enjoys spending time with his fam-
ily.

On February 19, his friends and family will
celebrate his birthday in Prattville, Alabama.
Today | would like to wish Eugene Champion
a very Happy 80th Birthday.

HONORING THORA JERVEY

HON. H. MORGAN GRIFFITH

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, |
submit these remarks in memory of Thora
Jervey, a beloved matriarch of the Radford
community in Southwest Virginia. Mrs. Jervey
left us on January 31, 2012.

Born in 1929, Thora spent much of her
childhood in southern California. She grad-
uated from Whittier College in 1951 and mar-
ried her husband, Ed, the same year. Thora
and Ed moved to Radford, VA, in 1961, where
she quickly became an active member of the
community. Thora founded “The Lamplighters”
and led the campaign for a new library in
Radford. Thora was also responsible for
founding the Radford Clothing Bank in 1982. It
now serves hundreds of needy individuals
each year.

She taught at Dublin Elementary School for
26 years, impacting countless students. Thora
volunteered throughout the community, includ-
ing helping to start Radford EIf Shelf, Books
for Babies, the Radford-Fairlawn Daily Bread
program, and a nationally recognized news-
paper recycling effort. Thora was also an ac-
tive member of the Radford Women’s Club
and Grove United Methodist Church. Despite
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being confined to a wheelchair for many
years, she never let her disability get in the
way. Until the time of her death, Thora contin-
ued as a member of the Radford Clothing
Bank board and wrote a column for the
Radford News Journal.

Thora was an avid bridge player and loved
to travel. Along with her husband Ed, Thora
visited every continent, including Antarctica.
Thora is survived by her husband of 60 years,
Ed; three sons, David, Warren, and Tom;
daughter-in-law, Jeanne Phillips Jervey; and
three grandchildren, Katie, Brett, and Peyton.

Those who knew her well are heard to talk
of her generosity, kindness, and determina-
tion, which have made the City of Radford a
better place to live. | am honored to pay trib-
ute to this great woman’s many contributions.
Her legacy and influence will be long remem-
bered in the Radford community.

HONORING WISLAWA SZYMBORSKA

HON. MIKE QUIGLEY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, my esteemed
colleagues, please join me in honoring the late
Wislawa Szymborska, Nobel Prize winning
Polish poet and essayist, who passed away
on February 1, 2012. Wislawa Szymborska
was described as “the Mozart of poetry . . .
with the furor of Beethoven.” She received the
Nobel Prize for Literature in 1996, propelling
her to international fame.

Incredibly particular in what she deemed
worthy of print, Ms. Szymborska published
less than 400 poems over the span of six dec-
ades. First gaining notoriety in Poland, her po-
etry eventually became known worldwide. She
was renowned for approaching serious sub-
jects with humor and satire, as well as for
deeply examining seemingly trivial everyday
occurrences. A true artist, she was very much
in tune with human nature, while seemingly
transcendent above it all. She was also notori-
ously private, choosing to remain away from
what she called the “fuss.”

Wislawa Szymborska’s poetry is so pro-
foundly rooted in human reality and yet so far
removed from it, that it will surely withstand
the test of time for generations to come. Both
she and her poetry will be truly missed.

IN HONOR OF MR. WILLIAM H.
WILLOUGHBY, JR.

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
honor of Mr. William H. Willoughby, Jr. who is
being recognized by the Joint Veterans’ Com-
mission of Cuyahoga County as the 2011 Out-
standing Veteran of the Year.

Born a true “military brat,” Mr. Willoughby
grew up around the world in places such as
California, Japan and Washington, DC. He en-
listed in the U.S. Army and attended the U.S.
Military Academy Preparatory School before
graduating from the U.S. Military Academy at
West Point. He furthered his training at Infan-
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try, Airborne, Ranger and Special Forces
Qualifications Schools. Mr. Willoughby served
his country valiantly during two tours in Viet-
nam during 1965-1966 and again in 1968. He
was an A Team Leader with the 5th Special
Forces Group on his first tour and a Battalion
Operations Officer (S3) with the 2nd Battalion
2nd Infantry 1st Infantry Division during the
second, during which he was wounded in
combat. Mr. Willoughby was awarded with the
Silver Star, Soldier's Medal, Bronze Star, Pur-
ple Heart, Army Commendation, Air Medal
and Combat Infantryman’s Badge for his brave
service to his country. Due to medical rea-
sons, he retired from the Army in 1971.

While recovering from his injury, Mr.
Willoughby earned a Masters Degree in Busi-
ness Administration from Tulane University.
He used his education to obtain work in the
manufacturing industry. Working his way up in
the field, Mr. Willoughby became the president
of Pettibone Ohio Corporation. In 1984, with
only five employees, he established Cleveland
Track Material, Inc. (CTM). CTM quickly be-
came a thriving company and by 2007 em-
ployed 260 people. It was named one of the
“100 Best Places to Work in North East Ohio”
for three consecutive years. It has received
the Ohio Governor's Workforce Excellence
Award, Blue Chip Enterprise Award and it was
named the 1990 Ernest & Young Manufac-
turing Entrepreneur of the Year.

In addition to his military service and busi-
ness success, Mr. Willoughby has been an
outspoken supporter of the U.S. Military Acad-
emy and in 1979 was appointed the West
Point Admissions Coordinator for Northeast
Ohio. In 2010, he was named the coordinator
for the entire state. Over the years William has
assisted more than 650 young people from the
State of Ohio to gain admission to the pres-
tigious military academy.

Since 1997, he has served as the Master of
Ceremonies for my 10th Congressional Dis-
trict’s annual Service Academy Day and has
provided invaluable assistance with the nomi-
nation process to my congressional staff. He
has set the standard for a Service Academy
representative, and is the recognized leader
among West Point representatives. Everyone
knows Bill! Always positive and professional,
he leads by example, with a life history to il-
lustrate the success of following the path of
Duty, Honor and Country.

Mr. Willoughby has also brought four new
Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps pro-
grams to Cleveland City Schools. Mr.
Willoughby has been recognized as the Civil-
ian Aide to the Secretary of the Army Emeritus
in 2005, received the U.S. Army Outstanding
Civilian Service Medal and was inducted into
the Ohio Veterans Hall of Fame in 2008.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me
in congratulating Mr. William Willoughby, Jr.,
Cuyahoga County’s 2011 Outstanding Veteran
of the Year.

RECOGNIZING CHRISTINE TAILLON
HON. JOHN F. TIERNEY

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
recognize Christine Taillon for her 32 years of
service at General Electric in Lynn, Massachu-
setts, and to congratulate her on her recent
retirement.
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Christine started as a temporary employee
in 1979 but soon became a permanent mem-
ber of the GE staff. While raising two sons,
working full time, and completing a bachelor’s
degree at Salem State College and a master’s
degree in Management at Lesley College in
Cambridge, Christine progressed in various
roles throughout the Lynn Aircraft Engine unit
and became one of the first women in the
company to become a Six Sigma Black Belt—
a team leader responsible for measuring, ana-
lyzing, improving and controlling key proc-
esses that influence customer satisfaction and
productivity growth.

Christine completed her General Electric ca-
reer at the end of 2011 as a Senior Tech
Manager for Turbo Shaft & GE38 Marine &
Commercial Programs. The GE38 engine is
believed to be the most technologically ad-
vanced turbo shaft engine in its class, and it
is my understanding that the United States
Marine Corps has selected it to power the Si-
korsky CH53K Super Stallion helicopter.

General Electric has been in Lynn since
1892, and members of Christine’s family have
proudly worked there for most of that time.
Christine’s grandfather, Martin G. Higgins, en-
tered the apprentice program at Lynn General
Electric in 1904 and worked there for 34
years. Her father, John J. Higgins, worked at
GE for 33 years, from 1943 to 1975.
Christine’s husband, Michael Taillon, also
worked for 41 years at Lynn GE. In total, that
is 140 years of service to General Electric in
Lynn.

| congratulate Christine on her remarkable
career and wish her all the best in her retire-
ment.

HONORING JIMI YAMAICHI
HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with
Representative ZOE LOFGREN to honor Mr.
Jimi Yamaichi. On November 3, 2011, Mr.
Yamaichi was awarded the Order of the Rising
Sun, Gold and Silver Rays, from the Govern-
ment of Japan. Mr. Yamaichi is being recog-
nized for his contributions to Japan-U.S. rela-
tions arising from decades of community in-
volvement. On February 24, 2012, the Consul
General of Japan in San Francisco, Hiroshi
Inomata, will present Mr. Yamaichi with this
distinguished award.

Mr. Yamaichi grew up on his family owned
farm in San Jose, California during the Great
Depression era. As a young student, Mr.
Yamaichi dreamed of becoming a carpenter.
However, racism within the carpenter's union
and the outbreak of World War |l postponed
that dream. With the signing of Executive
Order 9066, Mr. Yamaichi and his family were
forcibly removed from their home to the Po-
mona Assembly Center, then to the internment
camps at Heart Mountain in Wyoming and at
Tule Lake in California. While at Tule Lake, he
oversaw building projects as the camp con-
struction manager. After the war ended, Mr.
Yamaichi doggedly pursued union member-
ship, which he was finally granted.

With his experience in the internment camps
and as a carpenter, Mr. Yamaichi has turned
his attention towards memorializing the experi-
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ences of Japanese Americans. Over the
years, he has served on a variety of boards
and committees in San Jose’s Japantown.
Currently, he leads the effort to restore the
Tule Lake Relocation Center in addition to
leading biannual pilgrimages to the internment
camp. Through the restoration and pilgrimages
to Tule Lake, Mr. Yamaichi shares the harsh
reality of life in internment. Driven by the de-
sire to tell the story of Japanese Americans,
Mr. Yamaichi became a charter member of the
Japanese American Museum of San Jose. As
the curator of the Japanese American Mu-
seum of San Jose, he has managed projects
and played a key role in the construction of
the new museum. One of the key exhibits is
the replica of the camp barracks, complete
with artifacts found at Tule Lake.

Mr. Yamaichi’s lifelong work to preserve
Japanese American history was recognized by
the Government of Japan in the 2011 Confer-
ment of Decoration. Mr. Yamaichi is receiving
the Order of the Rising Sun, Gold and Silver
Rays, for his work in Santa Clara County.

Mr. Speaker, we commend Mr. Jimi
Yamaichi for his years of dedication and com-
mitment to Santa Clara County and the Japa-
nese American community. His contributions
ensure that Japanese Americans’ experiences
of persecution will never be forgotten.

———

URGING PASSAGE OF THE STOCK
ACT

HON. KENNY MARCHANT

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of The STOCK Act. This bill
will make government more transparent and
accountable to its citizens.

It is unacceptable for any Member of Con-
gress, federal official or their staff to use non-
public information obtained during their work
as a public servant for their own financial gain.

The STOCK Act will give our constituents
peace of mind that no one will gain from in-
sider trading. This legislation greatly improves
the Senate-passed version by extending these
requirements to include the Executive Branch.
All public servants must be held to the same
standards.

| urge my colleagues to support this respon-
sible legislation.

—

U.S. COMBAT OPERATIONS IN
AFGHANISTAN

HON. JOHN GARAMENDI

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, | commend
President Obama’s administration for the
steps it is taking to bring the longest war in
our nation’s history to a close. Last week, De-
fense Secretary Panetta expressed the hope
that “by mid- to the latter part of 2013 we’ll be
able to make a transition from a combat role
to a training, advice and assist role.” | urge
the administration to fulfill this aspiration and
bring our troops home to their families. They
have sacrificed enough.
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Afghanistan began as a war of necessity.
After the horrific September 11th attacks, we
sent troops to eliminate Al Qaeda, killing their
leaders and destroying their training camps to
prevent a future terrorist attack. Our troops
carried out this mission with extraordinary
courage and dedication. Osama Bin Laden
was driven out of Afghanistan and he is now
dead. Furthermore, our intelligence community
affirms that Al Qaeda is virtually extinguished
from Afghanistan, yet the war continues. End
this war now and focus like a laser on terror-
ists whereever they may be.

Our troops in Afghanistan are no longer
fighting terrorists who pose a threat to the
United States. They are now fighting domestic
Afghan factions and defending a corrupt and
inept Afghan government. Our service-
members are dying in another country’s civil
war. This has become a war of choice.

| recently met with Lt. Col. Danny Davis who
described to me what that civil war looks like
on the ground. He has served two combat de-
ployments in Afghanistan, and has traveled
throughout the country talking with US troops
stationed all over. A recent evaluation of Col.
Davis reads: “His maturity, tenacity and judg-
ment can be counted on in even the hardest
of situations, and his devotion to mission ac-
complishment is unmatched by his peers.”
This is how Col. Davis describes what he has
observed:

What I saw bore no resemblance to rosy of-
ficial statements by U.S. military leaders
about conditions on the ground. Entering
this deployment, I was sincerely hoping to
learn that the claims were true: that condi-
tions in Afghanistan were improving . . .

Instead, I witnessed the absence of success
on virtually every level.

I saw the incredible difficulties any mili-
tary force would have to pacify even a single
area of any of those provinces; I heard many
stories of how insurgents controlled vir-
tually every piece of land beyond eyeshot of
a U.S. or International Security Assistance
Force (ISAF) base. I saw little to no evidence
the local governments were able to provide
for the basic needs of the people. Some of the
Afghan civilians I talked with said the peo-
ple didn’t want to be connected to a preda-
tory or incapable local government. From
time to time, I observed Afghan Security
forces collude with the insurgency. . .

Col. Davis’s candid testimony reinforced my
conviction that there is no military solution to
the conflict in Afghanistan, only the prospect
of continued shedding of American blood in a
war that is not ours to fight. Only through a
negotiated political settlement amongst the Af-
ghan factions, not through an open-ended
U.S. military presence, could Afghanistan be-
come a stable, developing country.

America faces new threats now. The more
than a trillion dollars spent on two wars over
the course of a decade undermines our finan-
cial stability and takes away from much need-
ed funds for American jobs and investments at
home. The Obama administration has shown
courageous leadership in eliminating Osama
Bin Laden and other top Al Qaeda leaders.
They have also shown leadership in bringing
the war in Irag to an end and in planning to
ensure that the U.S. military commitment in
Afghanistan is not an open-ended one. As
President Obama clearly stated in his speech
on the drawdown plan last year, we need to
focus on nation-building at home. | agree, and
| strongly support ending U.S. combat oper-
ations in Afghanistan and bringing our troops
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home by mid-2013, if not sooner. It is the peo-
ple in this body, the United States Congress,
that can choose when this war ends.

——————

IN RECOGNITION OF MR. FRANK
W. ANDERSON

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
honor and memory of Mr. Frank W. Anderson,
a strong proponent of disabled veterans’ rights
in the state of Ohio, who is being honored by
the Joint Veterans’ Commission of Cuyahoga
County with the Judge Felix T. Matia/Chester
J. Koch Memorial Award.

Frank Anderson was born in Cleveland,
Ohio in 1953 and attended East Tech High
School. He attended Bowling Green State Uni-
versity, and then left in 1976 to enroll in the
Ohio National Guard’s 107th Armored Cavalry
Regiment. Mr. Anderson was paralyzed in an
accident while participating in an Ohio Na-
tional Guard convoy in 1981. He was dis-
charged as a sergeant in 1982.

Following this life altering experience, Frank
became a strong advocate for disabled vet-
erans’ rights. He joined the Paralyzed Vet-
erans’ Buckeye Board in Ohio in 1985, and
became the Advocacy Director in 1987. Mr.
Anderson was also an active member of ADA
Ohio Network, Greater Cleveland RTA Citi-
zen’s Advisory Board, Governor's Council on
People with Disabilities, and was a trustee
with the Soldiers and Sailors Monument.
Frank was the 1st Vice President of the Joint
Veterans Commission of Cuyahoga County
and the Vice President of the Memorial Day
Association of Greater Cleveland. Because of
his tireless work he was awarded the Richard
Fuller Outstanding Achievement in Govern-
ment Relations Award in 2010.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me
in honoring the memory of Mr. Frank W. An-
derson and his tireless work on behalf of
Ohio’s disabled veterans.

HONORING SPECIAL AGENT
DONALD WARE

HON. JOSEPH J. HECK

OF NEVADA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. HECK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor the service and sacrifice of Drug En-
forcement Administration Special Agent Don-
ald Cleo Ware, a Nevadan who dedicated his
life to protecting the public from the dangers
and violence associated with illegal drugs.

Special Agent Ware began his career in law
enforcement in 1967 with the Albuquerque Po-
lice Department in New Mexico. Soon after, he
joined the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs, an agency which later merged to be-
come the Drug Enforcement Administration.
Special Agent Ware served twenty-five years
with the DEA, protecting the American people
and bravely fighting to eliminate the scourge
of dangerous drugs.

On June 9, 1975, while conducting an in-
vestigation of a heroin trafficking organization
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in San Luis Rio Colorado, Mexico, Special
Agent Ware and Special Agent Wilfred Ste-
venson were kidnapped on their way to a
meeting with the drug traffickers. Both agents
were badly beaten and searched for weapons,
but the gangsters failed to discover a gun
Special Agent Ware had hidden in his waist-
band.

Knowing their captors intended to kill them,
Special Agents Ware and Stevenson made a
desperate attempt to escape using the gun the
drug traffickers had failed to find. However,
both agents were shot during the escape at-
tempt and were left for dead by their
attackers. Both agents survived this harrowing
ordeal, but Special Agent Ware’s injuries were
so serious that he remained hospitalized for
the next six months.

The shooting that nearly took his life never
changed Special Agent Ware’s trademark hu-
mility and dedication to his job. Though Spe-
cial Agent Ware qualified for full medical re-
tirement, he instead chose to continue working
for the DEA until his retirement in 1995. For
his service, Special Agent Ware was awarded
the DEA Medal of Valor and the DEA Purple
Heart Award.

Don Ware died on October 12, 2004, due to
complications during a surgery directly related
to his injuries received in the line of duty. To
honor his service and sacrifice, Special Agent
Ware was memorialized on the National Law
Enforcement Officers Memorial on May 12,
2011, and the DEA Wall of Honor on May 13,
2011.

Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to recognize the
life and service of Special Agent Don Ware, a
great Nevadan, a devoted husband and father,
and a dedicated officer of the law. His legacy
stands as an excellent example for the entire
law enforcement community, and his service
and sacrifice should always be remembered.

———

OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL
DEBT

HON. MIKE COFFMAN

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker,
on January 26, 1995, when the last attempt at
a balanced budget amendment passed the
House by a bipartisan vote of 300-132, the
national debt was $4,801,405,175,294.28.

Today, it is $15,343,504,866,785.66. We've
added $10,542,099,691,491.38 to our debt in
16 years. This is $10 trillion in debt our nation,
our economy, and our children could have
avoided with a balanced budget amendment.

————

IN HONOR OF MARCIA GAMBRELL
HOVICK

HON. SAM FARR

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor the life of Marcia Gambrell Hovick, who
passed away on January 31, 2012 at the age
of 89. Marcia’s long life was devoted to the
theater. Born in Tulsa, Oklahoma in 1922, she
began taking ballet lessons at the age of
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three, went on stage in children’s theater at
the age of four, and was playing piano when
she was five. Right from the start, all who
knew her recognized her talent.

Marcia graduated from Austin High School,
in Austin, Texas. She earned her Bachelor of
Arts in Speech and Drama at Mills College in
Oakland, California, and married Jack Hovick,
a medical student. Jack became an obstetri-
cian, and in 1956 they settled their growing
family in Monterey, California. Together they
had four children: Christopher, Nicholas,
Kirsten, and Gwyneth, who preceded her in
death.

Marcia soon was organizing a children’s
theater group, The Children’s Experimental
Theatre. Marcia said, “Children’s theatre . . .
is a truly awesome, transformational experi-
ence. It gives to children a kind of confidence,
a location of themselves in the world, an abil-
ity to really notice each other, a feeling of mu-
tual dependence and satisfaction.”

Marcia wrote most of the plays she used in
these productions. Many scripts available for
children at the time were what she called “pa-
tronizing, simple-minded, phony.” “What chil-
dren are interested in,” she said, “is truth. We
can’t always provide the truth, but at least we
can give them a stab at it.” She carried this
exploration of truth forward in the monologues
she wrote and performed herself, giving mean-
ing to those women’s lives. She also created
the Traveling Troupe that brought theater into
schools, and founded Staff Repertory Players.

Mr. Speaker, Marcia Gambrell Hovick was a
teacher, director, actor, monologist, and writer.
She touched many lives in her community, in-
cluding my own daughter’s, and was devoted
to nurturing children and exploring truth
through her art. It is a privilege and a high
honor on behalf of her beloved community to
recognize her life. She will be missed and |
know | speak for the whole House in honoring
the life of this dedicated and talented woman.

———

BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING
TRANSPARENCY ACT OF 2012

SPEECH OF

HON. JOE WILSON

OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 7, 2012

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 3581) to amend
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 to increase transparency
in Federal budgeting, and for other purposes:

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Madam
Chair, yesterday | voted in support of H.R.
3581, the “Budget and Accounting Trans-
parency Act of 2011,” which passed through
the House of Representatives by a vote of
245-180 and now awaits further consideration
in the Senate. H.R. 3581 is a quality piece of
legislation which requires the Federal Govern-
ment to revise its policy of accounting for di-
rect loans and loan guarantees by scoring
these loans utilizing the market-based fair
value method.

As further consideration is given to this bill,
| urge my fellow colleagues to ensure that pro-
grams, such as the United States Department
of Agriculture’s Rural Utility Service loans, are
not adversely affected by the legislation.
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
February 9, 2012 may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

FEBRUARY 14

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services
To hold hearings to examine the Defense
Authorization request for fiscal year
2013 and the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram.
SD-G50
10 a.m.
Budget
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2013.
SD-608
2:15 p.m.
Foreign Relations
Business meeting to consider S. 1023, to
authorize the President to provide as-
sistance to the Government of Haiti to
end within 5 years the deforestation in
Haiti and restore within 30 years the
extent of tropical forest cover in exist-
ence in Haiti in 1990, S. 414, to protect
girls in developing countries through
the prevention of child marriage, S.
Res. 342, honoring the life and legacy of
Laura Pollan, and the nominations of
Tara D. Sonenshine, of Maryland, to be
Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy,
Anne Claire Richard, of New York, to
be Assistant Secretary for Population,
Refugees, and Migration, and Robert E.
Whitehead, of Florida, to be Ambas-
sador to the Togolese Republic, all of
the Department of State, and Earl W.
Gast, of California, to be an Assistant
Administrator of the United States
Agency for International Development,
and lists in the Foreign Service.
S-116, Capitol
2:30 p.m.
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
To hold hearings to examine pain in
America, focusing on exploring chal-
lenges to relief.
SD-430
Intelligence
To hold closed hearings to examine cer-
tain intelligence matters.
SH-219
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FEBRUARY 15

Time to be announced
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings to examine energy and
economic growth for rural America.
Room to be announced
10 a.m.
Budget
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2013 for the Department of
Transportation.
SD-608

FEBRUARY 16

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services
To hold hearings to examine the current
and future worldwide threats to the na-
tional security of the United States;
with the possibility of a closed session
in SVC-217 following the open session.
SD-G50
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2013 for the Department of En-
ergy.
SD-366
10 a.m.
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Employment and Workplace Safety Sub-
committee
To hold hearings to examine addressing
workforce needs at the regional level,
focusing on innovative public and pri-
vate partnerships.
SD-430
2:15 p.m.
Indian Affairs
To hold an oversight hearing to examine
energy development in Indian country.
SD-628
2:30 p.m.
Intelligence
To hold closed hearings to examine cer-
tain intelligence matters.
SH-219

FEBRUARY 28

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services
To hold hearings to examine U.S. Pacific
Command and U.S. Transportation
Command in review of the Defense Au-
thorization request for fiscal year 2013
and the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram; with the possibility of a closed
session in SVC-217 following the open
session.
SD-106
10 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2013 for the Department of the
Interior.
SD-366
2:30 p.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings to examine a leg-
islative presentation from the Disabled
American Veterans (DAV).
345, Cannon Building

FEBRUARY 29

Time to be announced
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings to examine strength-
ening conservation through the 2012
farm bill.
Room to be announced

E165

10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2013 for Veterans’ Programs.
SR-418

MARCH 1

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Euro-
pean Command, U.S. Africa Command,
and U.S. Transportation Command in
review of the Defense Authorization re-
quest for fiscal year 2013 and the Fu-
ture Years Defense Program; with the
possibility of a closed session in SVC-

217 following the open session.
SH-216

MARCH 6

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Central
Command and U.S. Special Operations
Command in review of the Defense Au-
thorization request for fiscal year 2013
and the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram; with the possibility of a closed
session in SVC-217 following the open

session.
SH-216

MARCH 7

10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings to examine a leg-
islative presentation from the Veterans
of Foreign Wars (VFW).
SD-G50

MARCH 8

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine the Depart-
ment of the Army in review of the De-
fense Authorization request for fiscal
year 2013 and the Future Years Defense

Program.
SD-106

MARCH 13

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine U.S. South-
ern Command and U.S. Northern Com-
mand in review of the Defense Author-
ization request for fiscal year 2013 and

the Future Years Defense Program;

with the possibility of a closed session

in SVC-217 following the open session.
SD-G50

MARCH 14

Time to be announced
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings to examine healthy
food initiatives, local production, and
nutrition.
Room to be announced
10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold hearings to examine ending
homelessness among veterans, focusing
on Veterans’ Affairs progress on its
five year plan.
SR-418

MARCH 15

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services
To hold hearings to examine the Depart-
ment of the Navy in review of the De-
fense Authorization request for fiscal
yvear 2013 and the Future Years Defense
Program; with the possibility of a
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closed session in SVC-217 following the
open session.
SD-G50

MARCH 20

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine the Depart-
ment of the Air Force in review of the
Defense Authorization request for fis-
cal year 2013 and the Future Years De-
fense Program; with the possibility of a
closed session in SVC-217 following the

open session.
SD-G50

MARCH 21

Time to be announced
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings to examine risk man-
agement and commodities in the 2012
farm bill.
Room to be announced
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10 a.m.

Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings to examine the
legislative presentations of the Mili-
tary Order of the Purple Heart, Iraq
and Afghanistan Veterans of America
(IAVA), Non Commissioned Officers As-
sociation, American Ex-Prisoners of
War, Vietnam Veterans of America,
Wounded Warrior Project, National As-
sociation of State Directors of Vet-
erans Affairs, and The Retired Enlisted

Association.
SD-G50

MARCH 22

10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings to examine the
legislative presentations of the Para-
lyzed Veterans of America, Air Force
Sergeants Association, Blinded Vet-
erans Association, American Veterans
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(AMVETS), Gold Star Wives, Fleet Re-
serve Association, Military Officers As-
sociation of America, and the Jewish
War Veterans.

345, Cannon Building

MARCH 28

10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of Margaret Bartley, of Mary-
land, and Coral Wong Pietsch, of Ha-
waii, both to be a Judge of the United
States Court of Appeals for Veterans

Claims.
SR-418
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Dazily Digest

Senate

Chamber Action

The Senate was not in session and stands ad-
journed until 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, February 9,
2012.

Committee Meetings
No committee meetings were held.

House of Representatives

Chamber Action

Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 15 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 3974-3988; and 4 resolutions, H.
Res. 541-544 were introduced. Pages H639-41

Additional Cosponsors: Page H641

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:

H.R. 3336, to ensure the exclusion of small lend-
ers from certain regulations of the Dodd-Frank Act,
with an amendment (H. Rept. 112-390);

H.R. 3527, to amend the Commodity Exchange
Act to clarify the definition of swap dealer, with an
amendment (H. Rept. 112-391);

H.R. 2779, to exempt inter-affiliate swaps from
certain regulatory requirements put in place by the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Pro-
tection Act, with an amendment (H. Rept. 112-344
Pt. 2);

H.R. 2682, to provide end user exemptions from
certain provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act
and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and for
other purposes, with an amendment (H. Rept.
112—-343 Pt. 2); and

H.R. 2586, to refine the definition of swap execu-
tion facility in the provisions regulating swap mar-
kets added by title VII of the Dodd-Frank Wall
Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, with an
amendment (H. Rept. 112-345 Pt. 2). Page H639

Speaker: Read a letter from the Speaker wherein he
appointed Representative Webster to act as Speaker
pro tempore for today. Page H575

Recess: The House recessed at 11:32 a.m. and re-
convened at 12 noon. Page H588

D98

Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the guest chap-
lain, Reverend Dr. David Anderson, Faith Baptist
Church, Sarasota, Florida. Page H588

Expedited Legislative Line-Item Veto and Re-
scissions Act: The House passed H.R. 3521, to
amend the Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 to provide for a legislative line-
item veto to expedite consideration of rescissions, by
recorded vote of 254 ayes to 173 noes, Roll No. 46.

Pages H593-H615

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment in the nature
of a substitute consisting of the text of the Rules
Committee Print 112-12 shall be considered as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule, in lieu of the amendments rec-
ommended by the Committees on the Budget and
Rules now printed in the bill. Page H611

Agreed to:

Ryan (WI) amendment (No. 1 printed in H.
Rept. 112-389) that restores certain language from
the Budget Committee reported bill by reducing
certain time periods from five legislative days to
three legislative days and indicating that the ap-
proval bill should be an appropriation bill. Page H613

Rejected:

Alexander amendment (No. 2 printed in H. Rept.
112-389) that sought to prevent the President from
proposing any rescission to funds appropriated by
Congress to the Corps of Engineers (by a recorded
vote of 128 ayes to 300 noes, Roll No. 45).

Pages H613-15

Agreed that the Clerk be authorized to make
technical and conforming changes to reflect the ac-
tions of the House. Page H615
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H. Res. 540, the rule providing for consideration
of the bill, was agreed to by a yea-and-nay vote of
238 yeas to 175 nays, Roll No. 44, after the pre-
vious question was ordered by a yea-and-nay vote of
240 yeas to 184 nays, Roll No. 43. Pages H601-02

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.
Page H615

Motion to Instruct Conferees: The House debated

the Bishop (NY) motion to instruct conferees on

H.R. 3630. Further proceedings were postponed.
Pages H615-23

Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea-and-nay votes and
two recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of today and appear on pages H601, H601-02,
H614 and H615. There were no quorum calls.

Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 7:56 p.m.

Committee Meetings
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Defense
held a hearing on Military Health Systems Govern-
ance—Army, Navy and Air Force Surgeons General.
Testimony was heard from Lieutenant General
Charles B. Green, Surgeon General of the Air Force;
Lieutenant General Patricia D. Horoho, Surgeon
General of the Army; and Vice Admiral Mathew L.
Nathan, Surgeon General of the Navy.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Legisla-
tive Branch held a hearing on the U.S. Capitol Po-
lice FY 2013 budget request. Testimony was heard
from Philip D. Morse, Chief of Police, U.S. Capitol
Police.

CYBERSECURITY

Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Communications and Technology held a hearing en-
titled “Cybersecurity: Threats to Communications
Networks and Private-Sector Responses”. Testimony
was heard from public witnesses.

LEGISLATIVE MEASURES

Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Energy and Power held a hearing on “The American
Energy Initiative: What EPA’s Utility MACT Rule
Will Cost U.S. Consumers”. Testimony was heard
from Gina McCarthy, Assistant Administrator for
Air and Radiation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy; and public witnesses.
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CONSUMER FINANCIAL PROTECTION
BUREAU

Committee on Financial Services: Subcommittee on Fi-
nancial Institutions and Consumer Credit held a
hearing entitled “Legislative Proposals to Promote
Accountability and Transparency at the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau”. Testimony was heard
from public witnesses.

TITLE VII OF THE DODD-FRANK ACT

Committee on Financial Services: Subcommittee on Cap-
ital Markets and Government Sponsored Enterprises
held a hearing entitled “Limiting the Extraterritorial
Impact of Title VII of the Dodd-Frank Act”. Testi-
mony was heard from public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES

Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on Africa,
Global Health, and Human Rights held a markup of
the following: H.R. 1410, the “Vietnam Human
Rights Act of 2011” and H. Res. 361, concerning
efforts to provide humanitarian relief to mitigate the
effects of drought and avert famine in the Horn of
Africa, particularly Somalia, Ethiopia, Djibouti, and
Kenya. The following were forwarded, as amended:
H.R. 1410 and H. Res. 361.

BALUCHISTAN

Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations held a hearing on Balu-
chistan. Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

COMBATING TRANSNATIONAL
ORGANIZED CRIME

Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Crime,
Terrorism, and Homeland Security held a hearing
entitled  “Combating  Transnational  Organized
Crime: International Money Laundering as a Threat
to our Financial Systems”. Testimony was heard
from Jennifer Shasky, Chief, Asset Forfeiture and
Money Laundering Section, Criminal Division, De-
partment of Justice; Luke A. Bronin, Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary, Strategic Policy Office of Terrorist, Fi-
nancing and Financial Crimes, Department of the
Treasury; and public witness.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES

Committee on the Judiciary: Full Committee continued
markup of H.R. 3541, the “Susan B. Anthony and
Frederick Douglass Prenatal Nondiscrimination Act
of 2011”.

PROTECTING UNION WORKERS FROM
FORCED POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Committee on Quversight and Government Reform: Full
Committee held a hearing entitled “The Right to
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Choose: Protecting Union Workers from Forced Po-
litical Contributions”. Testimony was heard from
public witnesses.

AMERICA’S NUCLEAR FUTURE

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology: Full Com-
mittee held a hearing entitled “Assessing America’s
Nuclear Future—A Review of the Blue Ribbon
Commission’s Report to the Secretary of Energy”.
Testimony was heard from Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft,
USAF (Ret.), Co-Chairman, Blue Ribbon Commis-
sion on America’s Nuclear Future; Richard Meserve,
Commissioner, Blue Ribbon Commission on Amer-
ica’s Nuclear Future; and Pete Lyons, Assistant Sec-
retary of Nuclear Energy, Department of Energy.

HOW THE SMALL BUSINESS
ADMINISTRATION MISMANAGES THE
MODERNIZATION OF ITS INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY

Committee on Small Business: Full Committee held a
hearing entitled “Placing Federal Tax Dollars at
Risk: How the Small Business Administration Mis-
manages the Modernization of its Information Tech-
nology”. Testimony was heard from Marie Johns,
Deputy Administrator, United States Small Business
Administration; and David Powner, Director, Infor-
mation Technology Management Issues, Government
Accountability Office.

NATION’S AVIATION SATELLITE-BASED
GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEM
INFRASTRUCTURE

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Aviation held a hearing entitled “A
Review of Issues Associated with Protecting and Im-
proving our Nation’s Aviation Satellite-based Global
Positioning System Infrastructure”. Testimony was
heard from John Porcari, Deputy Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation; Vincent Galotti, Deputy Di-
rector, Air Navigation Bureau, International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO) of the United Na-

tions; and public witnesses.

INTERACTION OF TAX POLICY AND
FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING RULES

Committee on Ways and Means: Full Committee held
a hearing on the interaction of tax policy and finan-
cial accounting rules (such as Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles, or “GAAP”), and how this
interaction affects how publicly-traded companies re-
spond to tax policy. Testimony was heard from pub-
lic witnesses.
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Joint Meetings
IRELAND AND OSCE

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe: Com-
mission concluded a hearing to examine Ireland’s
leadership of the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE), focusing on its future
year-long leadership of the 56-nation OSCE, based in
Vienna, Austria, and its work in promoting democ-
racy, human rights and the rule of law, after receiv-
ing testimony from Eamon Gilmore, Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade
of Ireland, and Chair-in-Office, Organization for Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe.

e —

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
FEBRUARY 9, 2012

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate

Committee on Armed Services: to hold hearings to examine
the nominations of Admiral Samuel J. Locklear III, USN,
for reappointment to the grade of admiral and to be
Commander, United States Pacific Command, and Lieu-
tenant General Thomas P. Bostick, USA, for reappoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general and to be Chief
of Engineers, and Commanding General, United States
Army Corps of Engineers, both of the Department of De-
fense, 9:30 a.m., SD-G50.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to
hold hearings to examine the state of the housing market,
focusing on removing barriers to economic recovery, 10
a.m., SD-538.

Committee on the Budget: to hold hearings to examine as-
sessing inequality, mobility, and opportunity, 10 a.m.,
SD-608.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold hear-
ings to examine H.R.1904, to facilitate the efficient ex-
traction of mineral resources in southeast Arizona by au-
thorizing and directing an exchange of Federal and non-
Federal land, and the Southeast Arizona Land Exchange
and Conservation Act of 2009, 9:30 a.m., SD-366.

Committee on Indian Affairs: to hold an oversight hear-
ing to examine the Department of Justice’s opinion on
internet gaming, focusing on what’s at stake for tribes,
2:15 p.m., SD-628.

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider
S. 1945, to permit the televising of Supreme Court pro-
ceedings, and the nominations of John Z. Lee, and John
J. Tharp, Jr., both to be a United States District Judge
for the Northern District of Illinois, George Levi Russell
III, to be United States District Judge for the District of
Maryland, and Kristine Gerhard Baker, to be United
States District Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas,
10 a.m., SD-226.

Select Committee on Intelligence: to hold closed hearings to
examine certain intelligence matters, 2:30 p.m., SH-219.
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House

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Legisla-
tive Branch, hearing on the Architect of the Capitol FY
2013 budget request, 10 a.m., HT-2 Capitol.

Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Health, hearing entitled “Review of the Proposed Generic
Drug and Biosimilars, User Fees and Further Examination
of Drug Shortages”, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion Policy and Enforcement, hearing entitled “Regional
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Perspectives on Agricultural Guestworker Programs”, 10
a.m., 2141 Rayburn.

Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Con-
tracting and Workforce, hearing entitled “Construction
Contracting: Barriers to Small Business Participation”, 10
a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations, hearing on Reforming VA’s
Flawed Fiduciary System, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon.

House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Full
Committee, hearing on ongoing intelligence activities, 9
a.m., HVC-304. This is a closed hearing.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE
9:30 a.m., Thursday, February 9

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: After the transaction of any
morning business (not to extend beyond 11 a.m.), Senate

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
9 a.m., Thursday, February 9

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of the House
amendment to S. 2038—The Stock Act.

will resume consideration of the motion to proceed to
consideration of S. 1813, Moving Ahead for Progress in
the 21st Century, with a vote on the motion to invoke
cloture on the motion to proceed to consideration of the
bill at 2 p.m.
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